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In 2019 and 2020, the USDA in coordination with Denver Parks and Recreation removed
2,174 geese from 6 different parks within the City of Denver. The removals and use of
lethal methods to manage the concerns related to the geese population in Denver’s parks
caused a public conflict and resulted in multiple legal challenges with the City of Denver.
The opposition group claimed that the city did not sufficiently engage with the public in
the formation of the goose management plan, and did not provide any public notification
about the plan to remove geese. City officials have claimed that attempts to use nonlethal methods to manage the geese population in the parks have been unsuccessful, but
the opposition group has claimed that the city has not used non-lethal management
methods to the extent necessary to provide adequate results. An examination of the events
that unfolded surrounding this conflict, and the public engagement processes and policies
of Denver Parks and Recreation, identify opportunities to improve the public engagement
methods of Denver Parks and Recreation. Improvements to record-keeping, accessibility
to records, and improved accuracy of reports could enhance public engagement efforts.
Denver Parks and Recreation could reduce public conflicts in the future through various
public engagement process improvements. In addition, an examination of the range of

non-lethal goose management methods that are available to be used, and an examination
of methods that have been shown to be successful with other municipalities is presented
to aid in the reduction of public conflicts regarding the management of geese in Denver’s
parks in the future.
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Definitions
DPR: Denver Parks and Recreation (City Department)
CGPC: Canada Geese Protection Colorado (advocacy organization)
USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (Federal Agency)
USDA Wildlife Services: U.S. Department of Agriculture – Wildlife Services (Federal
Agency)
WS – Colorado: Wildlife Services - Colorado (State Agency)
Public Engagement: The terms “public engagement”, “public participation”, and “public
involvement” may be used interchangeably. Public notification and transparency are
aspects of public engagement.
Hazing: Methods of wildlife population management that involve scaring or chasing
away wildlife to deter them from inhabiting an area.
Goose Management Program: The most recent version (2020) of DPR’s wildlife
management plan for the geese in Denver’s parks is titled Resident Canada Geese
Damage Management Program. The original (2019) version of this plan is titled Goose
Management Program. The terms “goose management program” or “goose management
plan” may be used to generally refer the City of Denver’s collective policies or plans to
manage geese populations within the city.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 General Introduction
In July of 2019, USDA employees began rounding up hundreds of Canadian
Geese living in the various city parks within the City of Denver. The geese were sent to a
processing facility where they were killed and processed to be distributed to local
organizations that provide food for people in need of food assistance. Officials from the
Denver Department of Parks and Recreation made a contract with the USDA to remove
and kill the geese. Canadian Geese are federally protected animals under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act, however, the Denver Department of Parks and Recreation received
permission from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to remove the geese from their parks
and to manage the geese population. The permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
authorized the USDA to remove and kill up to 2,200 geese residing within Denver’s
parks in 2019, which is nearly 50 percent of the total population of Canadian Geese that
live within Denver’s parks during the summer months. The estimated population of
Canadian Geese living within Denver’s parks during the summer months is 5,000,
according the City of Denver. (Burke & Acevedo, 2019) Ultimately, a total of 1,662
Geese were removed from Denver parks in 2019 (City and County of Denver, 2020).
This was done as part of the Resident Canada Goose Management Program, which called
for continued goose round-ups in the future as part of their long-term strategy.
The removal and killing of the geese within Denver’s parks sparked controversy
among Denver’s residents, and an opposition group formed to attempt to end the removal
and killing of Canada Geese from the City’s parks. In 2020, a petition to stop the geese
removal gained over 5,000 signatures and was submitted to the City of Denver.
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(Swanson, 2020b). So why did the city decide to remove geese from the parks?
According Scott Gilmore, the Deputy Executive Director of Denver Parks and
Recreation, one reason was to reduce the amount of goose waste flowing into lakes,
streams, and waterways. According to Scott Gilmore, the geese in Denver parks produce
more than 5,000 pounds of waste every day, and it all ends up in the streams and
waterways. According to a spokesperson from the USDA, other reasons for the removal
of geese is that the population is too large, overgrazing of grass, accumulation of waste in
throughout the parks, disease, and goose attacks on humans. (Burke & Acevedo, 2019)
Further exploration of the nature of these claims could provide additional insight into
potential solutions for the future.
The public opposition group that formed shortly after the first goose round-up is
called Canada Geese Protection Colorado (CGPC). This group responded to the goose
removals by contacting City officials and attending City Council meetings to advocate on
behalf of the geese. CGPC advocates for more humane and non-lethal goose population
control measures, such as egg oiling, which reduces the number of geese that will hatch.
According to statements on their website, CGPC claims that the City of Denver did not
sufficiently notify the public before the goose removals began, and that the city did not
sufficiently engage with the public to gain feedback about the plan before putting it into
action. Whether or not these claims are valid has yet to be determined as well. (Canada
Geese Protection Colorado, 2019g) What is the City’s protocol for informing the public
and gaining public input before taking such actions? Did the city follow this protocol?
The answers to these questions will provide more clarity to better understand what
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happened and will provide insight into how the city could improve their public
engagement efforts in the future.
1.2 Planning and Human/Wildlife Conflicts
Conflicts within human settlements between humans and non-human animals are
certainly not a new phenomenon. Many cities around the world contend with issues
relating to this topic. Philosophers, politicians, conservationists, wildlife managers, and
planners have grappled with questions pertaining to the belonging of non-human animals
within human spaces, and have sought to answer such questions in numerous ways. A
study that evaluated various urban wildlife management plans throughout the western
United States identified key themes of the plans and found commonalities among the
plans arguing for enhancing coexistence between humans and non-human animals. In the
plans that were evaluated, one common theme was that even particularly troublesome
species should not be completely eradicated. Another common theme among the wildlife
management plans analyzed is that the use of lethal methods to manage wildlife
populations should only be used as a last resort. In general, the study found that wildlife
management policies are shifting toward coexistence. Many cities are moving toward
greater recognition of cities as shared spaces rather than solely human spaces, where both
human and non-human beings have legitimate claims of belonging (Hunold &
Mazuchowski, 2020). As urban areas continue to grow, and wildlife continue to be
displaced as their habitats are diminished, surely the study of human/wildlife conflicts
and coexistence will become an increasingly important topic within the fields of urban
studies, policy, and planning.
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1.3 Research Questions
The research questions of this thesis are:
1) How did the Denver Parks and Recreation Department make the decision to
use lethal methods to manage the population of Canada Geese in the city’s
parks?
2) What level of public involvement and public notification was involved in the
formation and enaction of the goose management plan?
3) How could the City of Denver improve its wildlife management planning
process in order enhance stakeholder involvement, and to minimize future
community conflicts involving wildlife management issues?
4) Are there any alternative Canada Goose management strategies that meet the
needs/desires of the various stakeholders, interested parties, and community
groups?
1.4 Methodology
A literature review has been conducted to review research publications related to
Canada Goose Management, other cities’ policies related to Canada Goose management,
and a review of planning methods for public involvement and public notification for the
creation of city wildlife management plans.
Additionally, all publicly available information relevant to City of Denver’s goose
management plan has been reviewed. This has included a review of all newspaper
articles, government documents, and any other relevant information that can be obtained
online. This has also included a review of the City of Denver’s policies regarding public
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involvement in planning and public notification. The research conducted in this thesis has
also included requesting additional documents and information from any applicable
government departments, and the submission of a Colorado Open Records Act (CORA)
Request.
Some case studies involving human and wildlife conflicts in other urban areas has
been reviewed to determine the planning strategies that were employed to gather
feedback from the various stakeholders and community groups in order to resolve the
conflicts. These cases have been reviewed for information regarding public participation
and involvement in the resolution of the issue, as well as other information relevant to the
resolution of conflicts related to geese management.
Interviews or questionnaires have also been pursued with members of various
stakeholder groups involved in this conflict, such as Denver Parks and Recreation
Department representatives, and representatives of community groups involved in the
goose management issue in Denver. Responses to a questionnaire were also sought from
the Department of Parks and Recreation with the City of Boulder, Colorado, as they are
also involved in geese management issues within their city. .

Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1 Planning & Public Engagement Literature
An important aspect within the field of planning is public engagement and
participation in the planning and decision-making process. If a plan is meant to serve the
community, then it is important to be accepted by the community. Planners and policy-
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makers have many ways of informing and gathering feedback from the communities they
serve, in order to inform and shape their plans. The well-known Ladder of Citizen
Participation, developed by Sherry Arnstein (Arnstein, 2019), theorizes the various
forms of public involvement in the planning process, and places them on a scale from low
to high public participation, as shown in Figure 1. According to Arnstein, “Participation
of the governed in their government is, in theory, the cornerstone of democracy – a
revered idea that is vigorously applauded by virtually everyone.” Arnstein goes on to
explain, through the description of the ladder, that this idea is less revered in practice.
Those is power are often reluctant to share their power with the members of the
communities they serve.

Figure 1 – Ladder of Citizen Participation (Arnstein, 2019).

A key theme of this thesis involves gaining a better understanding of public
opinion surrounding the conflict of the Canada Geese in Denver parks, and the
management of the Canada Geese population. As such, it will be crucial to examine the
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level of public participation that was involved in the formation of the plan to manage the
Canada Geese population in Denver parks.
It appears likely that the level of public participation to resolve this conflict will
be found somewhere near level 3: Informing. Arnstein describes this level as the first
stage of involvement that begins to approach legitimate public participation, however,
she also warns that this stage is very often degraded through being a one-way flow of
information that occurs too late in the planning process for residents to have any kind of
meaningful contribution (Arnstein, 2019). It is suspected that this is exactly what
happened with the implementation of the plan to manage the Canada Geese in Denver
parks; that the public was informed too late in the process, and that there was a one-way
flow of information, with little or no input from the public.
The next step up the ladder is level 4: Consultation. This level invites the public
feedback and input into shaping the plan. Arnstein writes that this step represents a
significant step toward public participation, but it can also be degraded if the input gained
from the public is not implemented into the plan. Often, planners and policy-makers will
seek public input only as a show, to have the appearance of valuing public participation,
but without basing their decisions on information gathered from the public. In order to
truly achieve this level of public participation, planners and policy-makers must inform
their constituents about the issue and gather input from them well in advance of making
plans and decisions. Arnstein points out that conducting attitude surveys is one common
way to gather input from residents (Arnstein, 2019). In the case of the Canada Geese
issue in Denver parks, a survey could be a useful tool to gather information about public
perception of the issue.
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An article published in the Human Dimensions of Wildlife journal titled Public
Involvement in State Fish and Wildlife Agencies in the U.S.: A Thumbnail Sketch of
Techniques and Barriers presented the results of a study that sought to gain an
understanding of the various public involvement techniques that are used by state wildlife
management agencies, as well as an understanding of the barriers to effective public
engagement. The study consisted of a survey that was sent to personnel employed with
each state’s wildlife management agencies who were identified as being the primary
person in charge of carrying out the agency’s public engagement activities. The survey
had a 100 percent response rate, with survey participants from each of the 50 states
providing responses to the surveys. The study results provided several important findings
that are relevant to this thesis. (Lord & Cheng, 2006)
One noteworthy finding was that the most common job title of the personnel
within each state who were responsible for carrying out the agency’s public engagement
activities was the title of “Planner”, as shown in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2 – Most common job titles for wildlife management personnel responsible for public engagement (Lord &
Cheng, 2006)

This finding demonstrates the importance and relevance of this thesis to the field
of planning. Many professional planners work within the field of wildlife management
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planning and are tasked with administering the public engagement activities of a
governmental wildlife management agency. Therefore, it is important for planners to
understand the techniques and strategies that may be used to involve the public in the
decision-making processes of the agencies they represent. (Lord & Cheng, 2006)
The results of the survey showed that commission/governing board meetings,
public meetings, and advisory boards were the three most frequently used techniques to
engage the public in the decision-making processes of the wildlife agencies. Random
sample mail or telephone surveys were also among the most common methods used. The
three methods that ranked the highest in terms of importance were random sample mail or
telephone surveys, task forces (with a variety of interests represented), and
commission/governing board meetings. Public meetings and advisory boards ranked high
in terms of importance as well (Lord & Cheng, 2006). Figure 3 below shows the results
of the survey.

Figure 3 – List of public engagement methods most commonly used by wildlife management agencies (Lord & Cheng,
2006).
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An interesting finding of the survey is that web-based applications such as webbased surveys and video teleconferencing ranked low in both frequency of use and
importance. This is not a surprising finding, as internet use was still relatively new at the
time of the survey in 2001. The use of the internet for public engagement in government
has possibly changed significantly in the time since the study. As virtual public meetings
became more common after the onset of the pandemic in 2020, it will be interesting to
examine the effects of any shift in public participation that may have occurred due to the
pandemic. Further exploration into the advances in public engagement that have occurred
using the internet, computer, and/or mobile technology could provide additional insights.
(Lord & Cheng, 2006)
The results of the survey also showed that the highest-ranking barrier to effective
public engagement was a lack of understanding by the public about the decision-making
processes of the agency involved. If members of the public do not understand how
decisions are made, they may not understand when and how their input could be helpful.
Government agencies could work to provide the public with more clarity about their
decision-making processes in order to improve public participation. Oftentimes, members
of the public are unaware of where the decision-making space is, and this leads to
confusion and a sense of frustration among members of the public about the purpose of
various public engagement methods such as public meetings. Governmental agencies
could improve public engagement by clearly outlining when, where, and who will be
making a decision, as well as what input and information they will consider when making
those decisions. (Lord & Cheng, 2006)
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In 2013 a report titled Making Public Participation Legal was published the
National Civic League, a non-profit organization that seeks to advance civic engagement.
The report provides policy proposals and model legislation for communities to enact in
their own municipalities in order to improve public engagement. The report begins by
describing how public engagement processes in many municipalities across the United
States are often ineffective. Public engagement processes are often limited to providing
the opportunity for members of the public to make a 3-minute comment at a public
hearing. There is often very little discourse about the comments, the meetings often do
not have a large attendance, and the meetings are often attended by “the usual suspects”,
that is, the same people often show up instead of a wide-range of members of the
community. (National Civic League, 2013)
The report makes the point that in many places, laws governing public
participation only require the bare minimum of what is possible, without considering
numerous innovations that have been made in public engagement, nor taking advantage
of advances in technology that have the potential to improve public participation. With a
lack of public participation may come a decline in governmental effectiveness and
legitimacy. (National Civic League, 2013)
One strategy to improve public participation provided by the report is to
implement a citizen advisory board/commission who is responsible for developing,
implementing, and evaluating a public engagement plan for the municipality involved.
The purpose of the advisory board is that the public engagement process must be
developed in a way that is accessible and meets the needs and goals of average residents.
By implementing a citizen advisory board to oversee the public participation planning
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process, the local government is involved, but not dominant in the process. To ensure
independence, the citizen advisory board should adopt its own rules and bylaws.
(National Civic League, 2013)
Other strategies discussed in the report are policies such as the appointment of a
public engagement (PE) coordinator, setting annual PE goals, incorporation of PE metrics
into performance reviews, adoption of a PE guide to be used by city staff to determine
what PE methods should be used in various situations, and adoption of a policy to
provide guidance on how public buildings are used for PE. Among the methods of PE
discussed in the report are decision-making forums, visioning forums, action forums,
facilitated small group meetings, focus groups, and structured conversations. The report
also discussed some internet and computer technology tools that can be used for PE, such
as polling keypads used to gauge audience reactions to ideas at public meetings, email
listservs to update interested members of the public about a particular topic, and online
discussion forums. (National Civic League, 2013)
Other notable points in the report included the discussion of the use of social
media to publicize information about local issues and events, using online tools to
actively recruit for participation (rather than doing the bare minimum of notification), and
outreaching to community organizations to actively recruit for participation. The report
also emphasized the importance of using a trained facilitator in any discussions when
necessary. (National Civic League, 2013)
One important aspect of public engagement is transparency. If a resident does not
have the ability to access information about the inner-workings of government, or the
information they can access is limited, they will not be able to become properly involved
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in the decision-making process. An article titled Fostering Transparency in Local
Government published in the Journal of Management Policy and Practice explored the
issue of transparency in government. The article describes how increased transparency
can lead to increased accountability, and lack of transparency can lead to corruption. If a
public official knows that their actions are visible to the public, they will be less likely to
engage in conduct that violates regulations. (Veal et al., 2015)
The article also presents a list of ways that governmental bodies can improve
transparency. One important suggestion discussed in the article is the way that modern
technology can be used to increase transparency. Before the advent of computers and the
internet, if a resident wanted to obtain a government record, they would have to request a
paper copy of it either in person or by mail. Doing such is very inconvenient and makes
obtaining information about governmental activities very difficult. Using computer and
internet technology, the ability for the public to obtain governmental documents is
virtually unlimited. If governmental bodies were to make all their documents accessible
on their websites, anyone who is interested in learning more and becoming involved can
easily do so. (Veal et al., 2015)
An article published by the Institute for Local Government titled Effective Public
Engagement through Strategic Communication provides additional perspectives and
ideas for improving public engagement. While much of the discourse on public
engagement focuses directly on the methods of engaging community members, this
article provides a chronological planning perspective, with methods of planning for
effective public engagement prior to the actions taken to engage the public, during such
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actions, and what to do after. The process is presented below in Figure 4. (Institute for
Local Government, 2020)

Figure 4 – Chronological public engagement perspective (Institute for Local Government, 2020)

One important method presented in this article is to understand the audience and
affected community members prior to seeking input. This can be by done actively
creating a list of stakeholders who may be affected by a policy or decision. Another
important point presented in this article is to measure and evaluate the effectiveness of
the public engagement process. Seeking input from the community about the
effectiveness of the previous public engagement actions that were taken can provide
lessons in order to improve future efforts, and can also strengthen relationships with
stakeholders. (Institute for Local Government, 2020)
2.2 Goose Management Literature
This section will discuss the options that exist to manage Canada Geese
populations in urban environments. The methods identified in this section will later be
compared to methods that have been used by Denver Parks and Recreation (DPR) in
order to make recommendations for improvements.
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An article published in 2015 by the National Recreation and Parks Association
titled Managing the Canada Geese Population in Parks provided some examples of
successes in managing geese populations. The article discussed the use of a repellent, a
chemical called anthraquinone, to deter geese from inhabiting an area. The repellent is
sprayed onto a grassy area that geese are feeding from. According to the article, the
chemical is non-toxic to the environment and is not harmful to the geese, but it causes the
grass to taste unpleasant and causes a minor stomach ache for the geese. The article
provided information about the use of this repellent in Quincy, Massachusetts, where the
Executive Director of the Park and Forestry Department reported that the use of the
repellent resulted in drastic changes. In a very short time, an area went from having
hundreds of geese to none. They all left the area to find something more suitable to them.
(Williams, 2015)
Egg oiling is another common method of Canada Geese population management.
This practice involves the application of oil, such as corn oil, to eggs in a nest. The eggs
are completely coated, preventing oxygen to flow into the interior and preventing embryo
development. Similar, but more invasive techniques include egg addling, which is
breaking the eggs at the nest site, and nest removal, which involves removing the eggs
altogether. One study that evaluated geese behavioral responses to egg oiling and nest
removal determined that many geese respond to nest removal by leaving the area to nest
elsewhere, while geese whose eggs are oiled will often remain in the area. The study
reported that both methods are successful in stopping population growth, but the practices
must be comprehensive, must be repeated each year, and should be used in coordination
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with other geese population management methods in order to be successful. (Beaumont
et. al, 2018)
Another common method of geese management involves modifying the landscape
of the environment to reduce the desirability of the area for geese, or to control areas
which geese may access. A technical guide published by researchers at the University of
Wisconsin, titled Managing Canada Geese in Urban Environments provides an
explanation of various landscape modification methods. Geese are often attracted to
urban parks because they are an ideal environment for the geese. The water, plentiful
grass as a food source, and lack of predators make urban parks an attractive place to live
for geese. One method to manage the geese population within a park is to use barriers,
such as vegetative or rock barriers that can be placed along the shoreline, which can make
it difficult for geese to enter and exit the water, and they may avoid areas of the park
where the barriers exist. The vegetative barriers can also reduce the line of sight for the
geese, which makes the environment feel less safe, as the geese cannot see if there are
any predators nearby. Geese also prefer to eat Kentucky Blue Grass, especially when the
grass is moved and short. It more difficult for geese to eat when it is not mowed and is
allowed to grow taller. Other plant species which are less favorable to geese may also be
planted to reduce the attractiveness of the area. (Smith et. al, 1999)
2.3 Geese & Larger Picture
In order to understand the situation of geese population management in Denver’s
parks, it may be helpful to take a broader view into account and examine how geese
populations are changing and interacting with their environments on a larger scale. In the
early 1900’s, Canada Geese were almost entirely eliminated from the United States, due
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to habitat loss, draining of wetlands, hunting, and egg-harvesting. Federal restrictions
helped the population to recover, and by 1965 the population had gone from just a few
thousand to over 1 million. As geese populations have risen across the United States
while much of their natural habitat has decreased, more geese have taken residence in
urban areas, which has also led to an increase in conflicts between humans and geese.
Concerns related to goose waste, such as water quality, public health, park quality, and
aggressive behavior are common concerns in urban areas across the country. (Smith et
al.,1999)
Colorado Parks and Wildlife and the USDA have documented increasing numbers
of Canada geese in Colorado over the past few decades. A study conducted in 2017
estimated the population of Canada Geese in the Front Range region of Colorado
(ranging from Fort Collins to Colorado Springs) at 44,000 breeding pairs. (USDA,
2019a)
2.4 Other Considerations
An important concept relevant to the discussion of goose management in urban
environments is the impact that geese, and other wildlife, have on our mental health and
overall well-being. Urban environments are places where much of the natural world has
been replaced with a built environment. Humans have evolved to live among a wide
range of plants and animals, and this fact leads to the notion that being surrounded by
such natural elements can provide a sense of comfort to our nervous system. An article
published in Psychology Today titled The Healing Power of Geese and Other Animals
states that there is ample evidence pointing to the connection between exposure to nature
and wildlife and positive mental health benefits. In urban environments that have a
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limited amount of trees, plants, animals, and other natural elements, many people go to
parks in order to gain the comfort that such natural elements can provide. For some
people, the geese within the parks offer the most significant opportunity for people within
the city to feel a sense of kinship and interconnectedness with other animals. (Beckoff,
2019)

Chapter 3: Timeline of Events
In order to begin to answer the question of how Denver Parks and Recreation
(DPR) came to the decision to use lethal methods to manage the population of Canada
Geese in the city’s parks, we must examine the history of DPR’s involvement in geese
management in Denver and it would be helpful to create a timeline of events. Various
sources can provide details about DPR’s history of in geese management. DPR’s website
and the Goose Management Program document provides some information about their
historical involvement in geese management. Examining other sources of information,
such as newspaper articles and information from the Canada Geese Protection Colorado
(CGPC) website can provide additional information from different perspectives.
3.1 Geese Management in Denver Prior to 2019
According to information obtained from the DPR website, DPR has been
managing the geese population in the city’s parks since 2002. Methods to manage the
geese population have included hazing, scare tactics, repellents, egg oiling, landscape
alterations, and the use of lethal methods. The website states that the resident population
of geese in Denver parks has been increasing by 41 percent each year. Excluding
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information provided about the most recent years (2019-2021), the DPR website does not
provide detailed information on the methods of geese management that have been utilized
since 2002, except for a chart detailing the number of eggs oiled on a yearly basis from
2015 to 2019. (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.a)
The chart which shows the number of eggs oiled per year from 2015-2019, found
in the Q&A document on the Canada Geese Management section of the DPR website,
suggests that DPR began their egg oiling program in 2015 (Note: additional information
on this topic will be provide in subsequent sections of this thesis). The chart shows that
the number of eggs oiled gradually increased each year from 2015 to 2017, and then
declined and leveled off in 2018 and 2019. (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.a)

Figure 5 – Number of eggs oiled from 2015 to 2019 (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.a)

The DPR Q&A document states that no lethal methods were used to manage
geese populations in Denver parks until 2019. The document states that non-lethal
methods were used for over 15 years prior to the use of lethal methods, and that those
non-lethal methods were insufficient, leading to the use of lethal methods as a last resort
(Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.a). Apart from the information about the egg oiling
efforts that have been made, the document does not provide any other details about other
non-lethal methods that have been used. No other information has been found in any
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other documents or on the DPR website providing details about geese management
methods used prior to 2019.
In October, 2018, the City and County of Denver entered into a cooperative
service agreement with the USDA, at a cost of $150,000, for the USDA to begin planning
for the removal of geese from Denver’s parks (City and County of Denver, 2018). This
agreement occurred more than 8 months prior to the first removals of geese from
Denver’s parks in June 2019. The events that occurred in 2019 are presented in the next
section.
3.2 Events in 2019
The 2019 USDA Wildlife Services Annual Report, titled Goose Damage
Management Efforts Denver Parks, documents the beginning of the contractual
relationship between DPR and USDA Wildlife Services to manage the population of
Canada Geese in Denver Parks, and all activities conducted by the USDA during 2019.
The document states that beginning in January 2019, Wildlife Services - Colorado (WS –
Colorado) began coordinating meetings between other governmental agencies to
determine a strategy to resolve the concerns about the geese populations in Denver parks.
The governmental organizations involved in these meetings were the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Services (USFWS), Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), DPR, and the USDA
Wildlife Services. (USDA, 2019a)
In January, Wildlife Services – Colorado applied for a depredation permit from
the USFWS. Canada Geese are a federally protected species under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, so a federal permit is required if an agency wishes to use lethal methods of
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population control. Sometime between January and June, WS - Colorado released a
document titled Environmental Assessment for Bird Damage Management in Colorado,
and held a 30-day public comment period, during which no public comments were
reported to have been received. Several more meetings were held among representatives
of government agencies in February and March to further discuss plans. (USDA, 2019a)
In March WS-Colorado met with a private industry poultry processor to discuss
plans for having the geese sent to their facility to be slaughtered and processed. WSColorado was also responsible for contacting the charitable organizations who the goose
meat would be donated to, in order to verify if they were interested in receiving it. WSColorado also applied for and obtained a variance from the Colorado Retail Food
Establishment Rules and Regulations to allow for the goose meat to be donated to
charitable organizations, which was authorized by the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment (CDPHE). (USDA, 2019a)
In June the USFWS issued a permit to WS-Colorado to allow them to take up to
2,200 Canada Geese in Colorado during 2019 (USDA, 2019a). This was also the month
that DPR published their first version of the Goose Management Program (Canada Geese
Protection Colorado, 2022). The geese round-ups also began during this month and were
completed in July. In the end, a total of 1,662 geese were removed from four parks
(USDA, 2019a).
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Figure 6 – Number of geese removed from various parks in 2019 (USDA, 2019a)

Figure 7 – Photo of geese being rounded up in 2019 (USDA, 2019a)

A noteworthy aspect of this process is that the Canada Geese can only be
rounded-up during about a 5-week period in the Summer after the geese molt. They lose
their flight feathers during this time, and grow new feathers to be able to migrate in the
Fall (City and County of Denver, 2020). The personnel rounding up the geese had to take
advantage of this molting time period to round up the geese because this was the only
time they could not fly away. Therefore, it is reasonable to speculate that the government
agencies involved in this project must have been planning to remove the geese in June or
July ever since they had applied for the depredation permit in January.
After the geese were rounded up and sent to a processing facility, the meat was
donated to a charitable organization in Denver and Larimer counties. According to the
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USDA report 1,521 pounds of goose meat were donated in 2019. Apparently, less than 1
pound of meat per goose was acquired through this process. (USDA, 2019a)
In late June and July of 2019, a large amount of news articles were published
about the goose removals in Denver, and that is the time period when the public became
largely aware of the issue and many opponents began to voice their opposition to the
program. There have not been any news articles found regarding the use of lethal
methods to control geese populations in Denver parks prior to June of 2019. The earliest
news article that has been found in this study was published on June 27th, 2019 in The
Denverite (Sachs. 2019). An article published on July 11th, 2019 in the Denver Post
contributes to the theory that the City of Denver did not sufficiently notify the public of
their plans to remove the geese. The article states that the program became public the
prior month, which was June. Another article, an editorial published in the Denver post
on July 11th, states that “they [The City of Denver] clearly should have done more public
engagement before the fact” (Seaman, 2019a). This all points to a failure on behalf of
DPR to publish their plans in local media outlets to notify the public through common
means of information disbursement.
An article published on June 27th, 2019 in The Denverite provides quotes from a
local expert. Professor Emeritus of Biology at the University of Colorado in Boulder, Dr.
Marc Bekoff is adamantly opposed to the use of lethal methods to manage geese
populations. He stated that it is not a permanent solution, the geese will return, and this
method will need to be repeated in the future. Dr. Bekoff stated that he would like to see
DPR use more non-lethal methods, such as egg oiling and hazing with the goosinator, as
well as park design modifications. (Sachs, 2019)
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An article published on July 6th, 2019 documented a protest that occurred on that
day at Washington Park in opposition to the removal of geese. The protest was one of the
first actions organized by the local public opposition group Canada Geese Protection
Colorado (CGPC), founded by local resident, Dr. Carole Woodall. More than 130
protestors were present at the action as they gathered in remembrance and solidarity with
the geese who had recently been removed from the park The protestors called for the city
to immediately stop the geese removals, for the city to hold a town hall, a public forum in
which supporters and opponents alike could voice their perspectives and provide
feedback, and for the City to use only non-lethal means to manage the geese population.
Another influential community member who was present at the protest was local
Professor of Law at the University of Denver Law School, Justin Marceau. Professor
Marceau stated that DPR has negatively affected its relationship with the local
community through their actions. (Seaman, 2019b)

Figure 8 – Photo of demonstrators gathering to protest the removal of geese in 2019 (Seaman, 2019b)

In July, 2019, a lawsuit was filed by the organization Friends of Animals against
the government agencies involved in the geese roundups in Denver. An article published
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by UPI in July 2019 mentions that the lawsuit contained two different claims. The first
claim is that the USDA Wildlife Services did not properly test the goose meat to ensure it
was safe for human consumption prior to distributing it to charitable organizations. The
article refers to a 2014 study by the USDA which showed that geese living in public
parks may be exposed to high levels of environmental contaminants, specifically
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), and their meat may be unsafe for human consumption.
The second claim is that USFWS made a mistake in the issuance the depredation permit
that was needed to cull the geese, as they are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. The details of the claim about the depredation permit were not specified by the
article. (Lotus, 2019)
A review of the lawsuit that was filed showed the claimant argued that the federal
government failed to properly conduct a National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
analysis prior to the removal and processing of the goose meat, as the potential harmful
impact of consuming the goose meat was not properly analyzed, nor was the impact of
removing the geese from the environment properly analyzed. The claimant also argued
that the federal government violated the depredation permit, as the permit does not allow
for the goose meat to be distributed for human consumption. (Kruegel, 2019)
A review of the 2019 depredation permit shows in part N of the document that
“…migratory game birds that are lethally taken under this permit may also be donated
free of charge to charitable organizations.” The wording of this clause does not clearly
specify that the goose meat may be processed and distributed for human consumption, it
only states that the birds may be donated to charitable organizations. (U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service, 2019)
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In September WS-Colorado conducted a goose population survey of Denver parks
and created a chart comparing the before and after geese populations in the parks which
geese were removed from. The chart shows that Washington Park had the most
significant reduction in geese during 2019, with a 97 percent population reduction. City
Park had an 82 percent population reduction, Sloan Lake Park had a 38 percent reduction,
and Garfield Park had a 61 percent population reduction. (USDA, 2019a)

Figure 9 – Pre and post counts of resident geese in 2019 where roundups occurred. (USDA, 2019a)

According to a September 5th post on the CGPC Facebook page, a petition calling
for the use of lethal methods to be stopped by the city, and for DPR Deputy Director
Scott Gilmore to be fired, was delivered to Mayor Michael Hancock’s office on August
13th. The petition had a total of 5,742 signatures. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado,
2019a)
According to a post on the CGPC Facebook page, on September 7th, CGPC
founder Dr. Carole Woodall participated in a moderated panel discussion with DPR
Deputy Director Scott Gilmore that was hosted by the Multicultural Mosaic Foundation.

27
This was an opportunity for people to voice their concerns about the use of lethal
methods, humane management goose management techniques, as well as the need for
public engagement and transparency. At the discussion, Dr. Woodall brought attention to
the fact that DPR recognizes the need for public engagement regarding the use of lethal
methods, but that was not carried out. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2019b)
In another Facebook post on oct. 3rd, Dr. Woodall reflected on the meeting from
September 7th and documented additional points that were made at the discussion; that
the City Council had been informed about the 2019 geese removals, and had not notified
their constituents. Another point that was made, according to Dr. Woodall, is that DPR
would not notify the public in advance of future geese removals (Canada Geese
Protection Colorado, 2019c). Dr. Woodall also focused on the potential of tow-andcollect machines to be used to clean the parks as an alternative to the use of lethal
methods. Scott Gilmore stated that the use of tow-and-collect machines would not be
considered by DPR, as he doubted their effectiveness. In another Facebook post on Oct.
2nd, Dr. Woodall wrote that she had obtained communications from officials with the City
of Boulder that confirms satisfaction with the use of tow-and-collect machines to clean
goose waste at the Boulder Reservoir (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2019d).
On September 16th, the USDA Wildlife Services published a draft report titled
2019 Draft Environmental Assessment for Bird Damage Management in Colorado, and
held a 30-day public comment period. The assessment proposed four alternative
strategies, ranging from continued use of lethal methods for geese population
management, to the termination of those activities (USDA, 2019b). A post on November
5th on the CGPC Facebook page reported that most of those comments, over 500 out of
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554, opposed the continued use of lethal methods for geese population management.
Among those comments was one noteworthy comment left by the Audubon Colorado
Council (ACC), a well-known professional organization of experts in bird biology and
conservation (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2019e). The ACC made 13 distinct
recommendations. The most relevant recommendations to this case study are highlighted
below:
1. Building a Wildlife Services agency that truly works to enable co-existence between
people and wildlife.
2. Using non-lethal control methods first and foremost.
3. Using the most humane and effective lethal control when absolutely necessary, e.g.,
rabies.
4. Analyzing the cumulative impacts of states’ programs to fully comply with the intent
of NEPA.
5. Eliminating fee-for-service to decrease killing.
6. Being transparent and open to the public; moving from “an opaque bureaucracy proven
to be remarkably immune to reform” (Ketcham 2019) to one that values public scrutiny.
7. Providing broad public benefits, not those of private interests.
8. Focusing on educating customers on sound animal husbandry and measures to mitigate
loss.
9. Stopping the use of DRC-1339, Avitrol, and other poisons/toxicants
10. Adhering to animal protection laws.
11. Using the best available science, not politics, to guide the agency’s actions.
12. Recognizing that indiscriminate killing of wild animals/birds results in ecological
destruction and loss of biodiversity.
13. Recognizing that people who are not Wildlife Services’ customers also have a say,
The American public, and Coloradans specifically, will not tolerate cruel and inhumane
practices any longer.
(Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2019e)
On December 3rd, in an effort to increase community engagement and to receive
public input, DPR Deputy Director Scott Gilmore held a community meeting at Messiah
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Lutheran Church near City Park in Denver. At the meeting, Gilmore stated that DPR
would continue to use lethal means for goose population management if necessary,
signaling that the agency would continue to do so in the future. A post on the CGPC
Facebook page from December 11th noted that an estimated 85 percent of attendees at the
meeting were in opposition of the use of lethal methods. (Canada Geese Protection
Colorado, 2019f)
3.3 Events in 2020
The final draft of the Environmental Assessment for Bird Damage Management in
Colorado was published in January, 2020. The assessment confirmed a continuation with
the current strategy (Alternative 1) for the year 2020. Despite the fact that, according to
CGPC, over 500 of the comments received during the public comment period were in
opposition to the use of lethal methods for geese management, the USDA report
recommended to continue with the use of lethal methods. A review of the 554 comments
that were received, as well as the responses to those comments from Wildlife Services in
the final report, could provide insight into the effectiveness of public comment format for
public engagement. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2019e), (Canada Geese
Protection Colorado, 2020a)
A post from January 23rd on the CPGC Facebook page stated that, due to requests
from the public, the Denver Auditor would be conducting an assessment to determine
whether DPR followed all the laws and regulations regarding public notification
regarding the management of geese (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020b). A
review of the results of this assessment could provide additional information relevant to
this study. The Denver Auditor was contacted in order to obtain the final report.
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On January 28th, 2020 an article published by the University of Denver
Newsroom detailed an interview with DU Sturm College of Law Professor Justin
Marceau regarding the geese conflict in Denver’s parks. Marceau commented that “The
city has made a series of procedural blunders, including failing to provide an adequate
hearing on the issue before they commenced the first killing.” (Hurst, 2020)
On January 29th, 2020, a gathering of community members occurred at the
University of Denver, in coordination with CGPC, the University of Denver Institute for
Human-Animal Connection, and the University of Denver Law School Animal Law
Program. Among notable speakers at the event was First-Gentleman Marlon Reis
(Husband of Governor Jared Polis). Reis stated that it is important for us to do what we
can to foster a community that that strives for non-lethal solutions to human-animal
conflicts. Another notable speaker was DU Professor Phillip Tedeschi, who expressed
concerns that normalized violence toward wildlife in our parks could have a negative
psychological impact on the youth of our city. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado,
2020c).
Another noteworthy speaker at the event was Courtney DeWinter, a CGPC
representative. DeWinter made several compelling points. First, DeWinter argued that
DPR never conducted a proper assessment to determine an accurate population estimate
of the number of geese living in the Denver area and within Denver parks. The June 2019
Canada Goose Management Program states that there are around 5,000 geese living in the
Denver area, but DeWinter argued that DPR has not provided additional details about this
estimate and where it came from. Thus, DeWinter Argued, DPR could not have properly
determined how many geese to remove. “You have to have an accurate count before you
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can develop a viable wildlife management plan” DeWinter said. Another point made by
DeWinter is that, prior to 2013, DPR had been oiling so few eggs that their egg oiling
operation was virtually non-existent. The chart below from the 2019 Goose Management
Program was referenced in her argument. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020d).

Figure 10 – Number of eggs oiled from 2002 to 2018 (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020d)

According to DeWinter, DPR has made claims that they have been trying other
methods of geese population management, but those methods have not been working.
DeWinter pointed out, however, that DPR’s claim is not accurate. If DPR had been oiling
eggs as many eggs from 2008 to 2015 as they did from 2016 to 2018, perhaps we would
not have seen the population increase that occurred. Dewinter also presented evidence
that E. Coli levels in Denver waterways have not increased in recent years, and argued
that the increase in algal blooms in lakes within Denver parks are not due to geese waste,
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as DPR has claimed, but that the increase in algae is due to the increased use of re-use
water to irrigate Denver parks. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020d).
Dr. Woodall also gave a talk at the event at the DU School of Law. Her talk, titled
“Considering Transparency” focused on the lack of DPR to adequately engage with the
public prior to enacting their Canada Goose Management Program in 2019. She brought
attention to the fact that the public at large did not become aware of the goose roundups
in Denver parks until the first news article was published about it on June 27th in The
Denverite, three weeks after the first round-ups had taken place. Next, Dr. Woodall
brought attention to Denver Mayor Michael Hancock’s Transparent Denver Initiative,
which describes his administration’s commitment to transparency and accountability.
(Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020e).
Dr. Woodall then moved on to discuss DPR’s PECAN Policy (Public
Engagement, Communication, and Notification). Woodall provided quotes from the
policy, such as “The policy is intended to create standards that the Denver Parks and
Recreation administration can follow to ensure that public input and the dissemination of
information is a top priority” and “The overall goal in creating this policy is to develop a
better-informed public, encourage participation and to work collaboratively with our
constituents to hear their ideas and collect their feedback.” The policy has three tiers for
different types of activities of DPR requiring varying levels of public engagement and
notification. The policy also states that certain activities do not require public
engagement, in order to ensure the department operates as efficiently as possible.
Examples of types of activities that do not require any public notification or engagement
are:
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•
•
•
•

Minor park maintenance/construction items Minor Park/Rec center renovations
Day-to-day operational decisions
Permit distribution
Volunteer programs
Dr. Woodall argued that the removal of significant amounts of wildlife from

Denver parks under a $150,000 contract with a federal agency would not fall under minor
maintenance or day-to-day maintenance. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020e).
Finally, Dr. Woodall brought attention to parts of the 2019 Goose Management
Program (published by DPR in June 2019, the same month the use of lethal methods
began). On page 13 it states: “Besides hazing and egg treatment, the next most important
part of a Resident Canada Goose Management Plan is public outreach and support. […]
Public acceptance of lethal control, partnerships, and assistance from state and federal
wildlife agencies, and Denver City Council support will also be sought.” On page 15 it
states: “Because these measures are, however, subject to much public criticism, and
opposition, and is a solution that will require yearly maintenance, the final determination
to capture and euthanize resident Canada geese at any one park would have to be a
decision made and endorsed by the DPR Executive Director and Deputy Executive
Director.” These statements suggest that DPR was aware that the use of lethal methods
would be controversial and could result in a public conflict, and that the use of lethal
methods would likely be subject to the PECAN policy, yet it seems the department
proceeded with their plan without any form of public engagement or notification. Dr.
Woodall’s ultimate point was that the 2019 removal of Canada Geese from Denver’s
parks warranted public notification. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020e).
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On March 4th, 2020, an article regarding the Canada Geese issue was published in
a Washington Park Neighborhood newsletter called The Profile. The Article was titled
Clock ticking on options to control geese population. The article provided information
from several stakeholders and experts on the issue who were interviewed. Courtney
DeWinter, a CGPC representative said that DPR had not been oiling nearly enough eggs
in the past years to be effective. DeWinter made the point that the optimal time for oiling
eggs was April 1st through April 10th, which is a very short window of time that must be
taken advantage of in order to address the geese population in Denver using non-lethal
methods. In 2019, DPR oiled around 3,000 goose eggs, however, much more than that
would need to be oiled. DeWinter estimated that if there are around 5,000 resident geese
(2,500 female) in the Denver area (as estimated by DPR), and each female goose lays 5
eggs per year (according to DeWinter), then around 12,000 eggs would need to be oiled
to significantly lower the goose population. (Steadman, 2020)
Another person referenced in the article was Cynthia Karvaski, a DPR
spokesperson. Karvaski stated that the decision of whether or not geese would be culled
in 2020 has not yet been made, and that the decision would be made after a count was
conducted in May. Karvaski and DeWinter also spoke about plans that DPR and CGPC
had to partner with each other. (Steadman, 2020)
According to various posts on the CGPC Facebook page in March, 2020,
CGPC was recruiting 25 volunteers to participate in egg oiling trainings held by DPR
in order to assist them in the egg oiling efforts in March and April of 2020.
Volunteers would participate in scouting to identify nest locations and to assist with
egg oiling. Around this time the COVID-19 pandemic became more serious in the
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US. According to the CGPC Facebook page, one problem that arose from the
pandemic was the cancellation of an egg oiling training on March 14th. The training
was held online instead. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020f).
The Washington Park newsletter also referenced a geese management program
that had been in operation for 15 years in Greenwich, Connecticut, that made use of dogs
for hazing the geese combined with egg oiling. Greenwich Director of Environmental
Affairs, Patricia Sesto, provided information about their goose management program.
Sesto stated that their methods had been successful in managing the geese populations.
One important remark that Sesto made is that the management efforts must be a
community effort, not just an effort conducted by city staff. Their program included a
community education program to teach local residents how to oil eggs on their own
properties. In that way, dogs were used to keep geese out of sensitive areas that needed
protection, city staff oiled eggs in parks and public areas, and community members oiled
eggs on their own properties. (Steadman, 2020)
Greenwich implemented their program after consultation with GeesePeace, an
organization that was started by David Feld in Virginia. Feld started GeesePeace after
becoming involved in a similar conflict regarding geese management in his own
community. Feld stated that the use of dogs can be helpful to manage geese due the fact
that geese have an instinct to migrate away when they no longer feel safe, and we can
take advantage of that instinct by using dogs to patrol an area during critical times of the
year, but that geese will not leave an area when they have goslings, so eggs must be oiled
in cooperation with those efforts. (Steadman, 2020)

36
On April 9th, 2020, the USFWS authorized a second depredation permit for the
taking of Canada Geese in Colorado by the USDA Wildlife Services. The permit
authorized the taking of 4,000 geese, a significantly larger amount than the number of
2,200 which was authorized the previous year. If the USDA had taken as many geese as
the permit authorized, they could have taken the entire population, which was estimated
at 5,000 geese prior to the removal of 1,662 geese in 2019. (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service,
2020)
On May 1st, 2020 DPR released the 2020 version of their plan titled Resident
Goose Damage Management Program. According to a review of the plan posted on the
CGPC Facebook page, the plan had removed all references to the number of eggs that
had been oiled in previous years, and had also removed mentions of the need to be
accountable to the public. CGPC argues that this removal is not in alignment with Mayor
Hancock’s Transparent Denver Initiative. CGPC representative Courtney DeWinter
presented these arguments to the DPR Advisory Board during the open comment portion
of the May 13th meeting. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020g).
Friends of Animals and CGPC filed a lawsuit on June 5th for violation of NEPA
and claimed that there was an error with the issuance of the depredation permit because it
is only supposed to be issued when there is a health and safety concern, not a mere
nuisance. A review of the lawsuit that was filed could provide additional details into the
claims. (Friends of Animals, 2020)
On July 7th, 2020, exactly 39 days after DPR announced plans for additional geese
removals for that year, the USDA began removing geese from Denver Parks. The
following chart shows the number of geese that were planned to be removed from each of
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the parks, as well as the actual number that were actually removed according to the
USDA Annual Report for 2020 that was published in October of that year. (USDA,
2020), (Denver Parks and Recreation, 2020)
Park Name
Planned Number to be Removed Number of Geese Removed Number of Geese Left On Site
Sloan's Lake Park
100
227
150
Harvey Park
50
51
10
Garfield Lake Park
50
125
34
Garland Park
25
109
40
City Park Golf Course
100
0
Barnum Park
30
0

Figure 11 – Planned and actual number of geese removed from Denver parks in 2020 (USDA, 2020), (Denver Parks and
Recreation, 2020)

In Figure 11 above, you can see that each park from which geese were removed in
2020, more geese were taken than had been planned for by DPR. In total, 512 geese were
removed from Denver Parks in 2020, a higher amount than the 325-400 that had been
announced to the public in May of that year. The geese removals that occurred in 2020
brought to the combined total to 2,174 geese that were lethally removed in 2019 and
2020. (USDA, 2020), (Denver Parks and Recreation, 2020)
On July 8th, The Denverite published an article about the goose roundups taking
place in the 2020. Scott Gilmore was quoted in the article. One notable statement
Gilmore made is that he cannot provide information on where and when the next
roundups would occur. He said that DPR does not receive notice from the USDA until 12
hours prior to each roundup. The reason for this was not given. Gilmore commented on
receiving threatening messages, so perhaps the locations and times of the roundups are
not provided due to safety concerns. (Sachs, 2020)
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The article also noted that animal protection advocates had filed an injunction
with a federal court to stop the goose roundups, and Judge Raymond Moore had issued a
ruling on July 6th allowing the roundups to continue. The article provided some details
about the lawsuit. Advocates had claimed that the federal permit to remove the geese did
not accurately account for the number of geese that had been removed the prior year, and
that the geese were merely a nuisance and did not constitute a public health or safety
threat, as is required to issue a depredation permit. The issuance of the permit therefore
violated the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, according to advocates. (Sachs, 2020)
The article in The Denverite on July 8th presented the cost of the 2020 goose
roundups contract with the USDA at $100,000. Another article published by The Denver
Post on July 8th provided a quote from Scott Gilmore saying the cost of the roundups was
estimated to be $50,000. Gilmore used that figure to justify the roundups, saying that
hiring an employee to clean the parks would cost more than that. This raises questions
about the accuracy of the numbers, given the differences reported in the two articles.
(Sachs, 2020), (Swanson, 2020a)
An article detailing the events on July 9th on the CGPC website described the
eyewitness account of a goose roundup at Garfield Park. According to the witness, police
prevented them from approaching the location where geese were being rounded up in an
attempt to prevent them from getting photos of the event. The police said the reason for
keeping them away was due to the pandemic, but the police were not wearing masks.
From this account, it appears the police cooperated with the USDA employees who were
conducting the geese removals in an attempt to obscure what they were doing with the
geese, and prevented people from documenting what was happening (Canada Geese
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Protection Colorado, 2020h). Another Article by CGPC detailed the events the next day,
July 10th, at Garland Park. At that park USDA employees began rounding up geese in the
pre-dawn hours before sunrise. Witnesses there documented USDA employees picking
geese up by their wings and necks. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020i)
Following lawsuits and pressure from concerned residents regarding the safety of
the goose meat for human consumption that was produced from the removals in 2019, the
USDA conducted tests on the goose meat that was donated to charitable organizations in
2020. The 2020 USDA Annual Report provides the test results, stating that no lead,
glyphosate, or AMPA was detected in any of the samples. These tests, however, do not
address the original concerns that were raised in 2019 that the meat may be contaminated
with PCB. A total 350 lbs. of goose meat were donated to the charitable organization
Metro Caring on September 25, 2020. Again, the goose culling in 2020 produced an
average of less than one pound of meat per goose that was taken. (USDA, 2020)
Throughout 2021, CGPC supporters attended DPR Advisory Board meetings to
advocate for non-lethal methods of geese population management. A CGPC newsletter
published in September noted that on the September 9th meeting, there were 45 attendees
present at the meeting, and that their presence had been steady throughout the year. The
newsletter also noted that Scott Gilmore had stated that DPR would not conduct goose
roundups in 2021. The newsletter also announced the beginning of a citizen science
program initiated by CGPC called Lake Watch, in which volunteers would gather
information about geese in the parks in order to better understand the issues surrounding
geese management in Denver parks. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020j)
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The newsletter noted that a positive effect of the COVID-19 pandemic is that
public participation in DPR Advisory Board meetings had increased as a result of the
switch to online meetings. A further analysis in the differences in numbers of people
present at meetings before and after the switch to online meetings could provide further
evidence for this claim. This points to one possible solution for increasing public
participation that government departments and boards could implement as a permanent
measure to increase public participation. The use of various forms technology, such as
virtual meetings, provides a great opportunity for such improvements. (Canada Geese
Protection Colorado, 2020j)
3.4 Events in 2021
The January 2021 CGPC newsletter announced the formation of the Canada
Goose Task Force. The task force was created after continued pressure from the public,
CGPC, and animal advocates for DPR to improve its public engagement methods and to
review its goose management program. The task force was headed by DPR Advisory
Board Member Dr. Lisa Calderon. The mission of the task force is to conduct research
into the city’s goose management program, research goose management methods that
have been used by other municipalities, and to strengthen the city’s commitment to
transparency, accountability, public engagement, equity, diversity, and inclusion in all of
its processes. The formation of this task force could be a significant improvement in
DPR’s efforts to engage the community and receive public input in the formation of their
plans and policies going forward. (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2021a)
The April 2021 CGPC newsletter announced the beginning of the group’s lake
cleanup initiative. The program was created as a way for CGPC supporters and
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community members to become more involved in the wellbeing of the city’s parks. The
volunteer program was created in cooperation with DPR, who would provide equipment
and supplies for the volunteers. The program began with a focus on cleaning five parks
throughout Denver in the Spring and early Summer of 2021: Garfield Park, Garland Park,
Barnum Lake Park, Vanderbilt Park, and Harvey Park Lake. These are all parks with a
lake or water element, and the cleanup is intended to focus on improving the water
environment for aquatic species who inhabit the locations. (Canada Geese Protection
Colorado, 2021b)
This program represented another significant improvement in the cooperation
between DPR and the community in improving Denver’s parks in collaboration with each
other. By taking a more active role in the maintenance of the city’s parks, the volunteer
program coordinated by CGPC also had the potential to improve the ability of the
community group to influence the decisions made by DPR regarding the future of
Denver’s parks. In other words, DPR would have a greater incentive not to do anything
that would disenfranchise a group of community volunteers who are working to care for
the parks.
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Figure 12 – CGPC volunteers display the trash collected during a lake clean-up event (Canada Geese Protection
Colorado, 2021c)

In October, the Animal Legal Defense Fund (ALDF) dismissed a lawsuit after
reaching a settlement with the USDA. The Lawsuit began in November 2019, when the
ALDF filed a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, seeking to obtain information
about the contract between the USDA and the private slaughterhouse where the geese
were sent in the summer of 2019. The USDA provided the contract, but redacted the
information pertaining to the number of geese that the USDA intended to send to the
slaughterhouse, and the price the USDA paid. The ALDF then followed up in March,
2020 by requesting the information that was redacted. The request was denied. The
ALDF then filed a lawsuit to obtain the information. In October, 2021, the USDA finally
released the information that was requested, and paid $15,000 in attorney fees to the
ALDF. An article published by the ALDF states that the USDA had been trying to
withhold information about the removal of the geese because this action was not
supported by the general public. (Animal Legal Defense Fund, 2021)
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Chapter 4: Other Case Studies
4.1 Greenwich, Connecticut
The town of Greenwich, Connecticut has a population of 63,518 and is located
along the shore in southwestern Connecticut, northeast of the New York City
metropolitan area (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). In the early 2000’s the Conservation
Department noticed issues arising related to the accumulation of goose waste is parks,
beaches, and other public areas. They began to devise a plan to resolve the problem, and
in 2005, the launched the Resident Goose Management Program. (Turiano, 2018)
The Resident Goose Management Program sought to address the issue of goose
waste using multiple non-lethal measures. Part of the program involved the initiation of
an egg oiling program. This program involved the use of department staff, as well as
volunteers, to oil eggs found at goose nesting locations in the area. Many of the geese
nest on islands off-shore before moving to the mainland during molting season, when the
majority of conflicts occur (Frissell, 2016). Staff and volunteers had to access these
islands in order to locate the nests. Part of this program included a public outreach
component, in which all property owners of potential nesting locations were contacted in
order to obtain permission to enter the properties to conduct egg oiling activities. The
public outreach program also sought volunteers to contribute to the effort. Another
component of the public outreach program was an educational component. The program
offered training for local property owners to be able to oil eggs on their own properties.
(Town of Greenwich, 2022)
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Another part of Greenwich’s Resident Goose Management program involves
hazing geese in order to scare them away and reduce the favorability of the area for geese
to remain. The chosen method of hazing geese in Greenwich is the use of trained dogs to
chase the geese. The Town of Greenwich contracted with a private company for geese
hazing using trained Border Collies. (Town of Greenwich, 2022). According to the Geese
Relief website (a company that uses trained Border Collies to haze geese), after geese
notice the presence of these dogs in an area, they associate them with being natural
predators, and they will not return to the area (Geese Relief, 2022).
Another component of Greenwich’s Resident Goose Management program
involves educating the public not to feed geese. According to the program’s website,
feeding geese can have a big impact the desirability for geese to remain in an area, and
eliminating feeding by humans can greatly reduce the number of geese that remain. The
Greenwich Conservation Department posted signs in areas inhabited by geese alerting the
public to not feed the geese, and explaining the reason for this policy. The last component
of the program involved the use of temporary fencing to serve as barriers between the
land and water access points. These barriers reduce the ability of geese to enter any area
which the department seeks to improve. (Town of Greenwich, 2022).
The Conservation Department has continuously employed these measures every
year. The measures taken by the Town of Greenwich have been largely successful in
stabilizing and reducing the resident geese population, and the town has not moved
toward the use of more extreme measures, such as the use of lethal methods to control the
goose population in the area (Maceachern, 2012). It is noted that the cooperation and
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communication between the Conservation Department and members of the public from
the beginning appears to be important to the success of the program.
4.2 Foster City, California
Foster City, California is a city with population of 33,805 and is located on the
west side of the San Francisco Bay Area, south of San Francisco and north of Palo Alto.
A recent article from a local news agency described a public conflict that is occurring
regarding the city’s plans use lethal methods to remove geese from the city. The article,
published in July, 2022, provided some details about the conflict. According to the
article, there is currently a population of around 300 geese in the city, and the city is
making plans to remove 100 geese. The article mentioned that public health concerns due
to geese waste is the reason for the planned removal. The article also provided some
details about an opposition movement that has arisen after the plans became publicized.
On Monday, July 25, around 40 protesters gathered in front of the City Hall to protest the
plan to remove the geese. The protestors then marched to the home of a council member
to hold further demonstrations. One of the opponents to the plan who was interviewed
stated that the majority of Foster City residents are opposed to the plan, and suggested
that the city should put this decision to the voters via a ballot measure. (Cull, 2022)
An earlier article published in May, 2022 described the issue regarding the
geese and provided more details about those who are opposed to the removals. The article
reported a demonstration at City Hall which was attended by around 50 protestors in
opposition to the removals. The article also provided a statement from the city, stating the
city had not yet made the decision to use lethal methods, but the city had obtained a
permit in order to do so if they decide to move forward with the plan. In their statement,
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the city welcomed input from the community and encouraged residents to stay engaged
over the coming months as the city discusses the plan further. (Cull & Katsuda, 2022)
The statement also provided more details about the issue and the public health
concerns of the city. The statement says that the geese population increased from 181 in
2020 to 323 in 2021. Regarding public health concerns, the city referenced high E. Coli
levels in the nearby waters, and a recent report from Heal the Bay that placed three
beaches in Foster City among the top ten most polluted beaches in California. The
statement alludes to the point that the pollution and E. Coli are due to geese waste, but
the connection between the geese and the water quality is not directly made in the article,
leaving room for further analysis into the cause of the pollution. (Cull & Katsuda, 2022)
A look into the report published by Heal the Bay about the top ten most polluted
beaches in the state, titled 2021-2022 Beach Report Card, provides additional insight into
this case study. The report was heavily referenced by the city and reported in several
news articles as providing evidence for the primary reason that geese are being planned to
be removed: the public health concerns due to poor water quality. The report indeed
names two beaches in Foster City that are among the top ten, and one that is adjacent to
Foster City. The reason provided for the poor water quality in these beaches is the poor
circulation of the water in the area. The beaches are not located in open water, they are in
a series of channels (shown below in Figure 13), thus, contaminants are not easily swept
away. The report does not provide any relation between the water quality and the geese,
in fact, the 77-page report does not even mention the words “geese” or “goose” one time.
(Heal the Bay, 2022)
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Figure 13 - Beaches located within channels in Foster City, which have poor water circulation (Heal the Bay, 2022)

While the report published by Heal the Bay did not link the poor water quality in
the Foster City beaches to geese, the city decided to investigate the issue further after the
report was released. A memo titled Foster City Lagoon Monitoring that was sent to the
city in September 2021 from the consultants with Environmental and Public Health
Engineering concluded that the primary source of E. Coli pathogens in the water near
Erckenbrack Park were from waterfowl such as geese, seagulls, and ducks. The report
also states the dog waste was another potential source, and increasing measures to control
dog waste could improve water quality. Another important note from the report is that E.
Coli pathogens from human sources are the greatest concern due to increased risk of
disease spread, and there is a lower risk from E. Coli coming from non-human sources.
(Berry, 2021)
Another news article published in July 2022 provides additional information
about the issue. The article states that the city has tried non-lethal methods of managing
geese for years, but those methods have been insufficient. Among the methods attempted
by the city are the use of fencing to keep geese out of certain areas, the use of lights and
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dogs to haze the geese, and spraying liquid goose replant on the turf. The article does not
mention the use of egg oiling, landscape modifications, or cleaning of waste among
measures attempted by the city. Animal advocates from the Animal Protection League
urged the city to focus their efforts on landscape modifications to reduce desirability of
the area for geese. Many of the public spaces have mowed turf grass, which is highly
favorable for geese. By replacing this landscape with native plants and riparian buffers to
reduce accessibility between land and water, the problem could be alleviated. (Larson &
Clifford, 2022)
The Foster City Canada Goose Population Management website provides greater
details about the issue. Among methods of geese management used by the city as listed
on the website are dog hazing, strobe lights, egg addling, fence barriers, and goose
deterrent. The city website states that each of these methods, except for strobe lights,
have been effective. The city stated that egg addling (egg oiling) produced a noticeable
reduction in the population, but that this method is a long-term measure, as geese can live
up to 20 years. Other downsides mentioned by the city to the previous methods used are
that the goose deterrent has a strong odor, the fence barriers are time-intensive to install
and the fences have a negative impact on the appearance of the park, and the use of dogs
only works temporarily. No numerical information on the amount of use or length of time
used for any of these methods is provided on the website. (Foster City, n.d.)
Regarding the use of cleaning methods to resolve the issue of geese waste, the
city website states that power washers have been used to clean sidewalks and various
public areas. The city notes there are concerns with the use of water, as the state is
experiencing water shortages in many areas. The city uses reuse water with its power
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washers. While this method may improve the appearance of certain areas of public
spaces, it would not resolve the problem related to water quality, as it does not ultimately
remove any waste from the overall area. An alternative would be the use of tow-and
collect machines, which collect the waste in order to be properly disposed. (Foster City,
n.d.)
In July 2022, the Foster City Parks Department provided a staff report to the City
Council. The report was part of the department’s request for guidance from the council
on the methods of geese management to be used by the department, as well as to obtain
approval from the council to get a permit for removing the geese. The report provided an
extensive list of methods that are being considered, along with cost estimates. The
methods being explored include a tow-and-collect machine estimated to cost around
$8,000, a speaker system that plays distress calls estimated to cost around $2,000, an
automated robotic hazing system estimated to cost $40,000 per year, a remote-controlled
hawk along with a work contract estimated to cost $43,000 for two weeks of service, and
a contract to have some of the geese removed and slaughtered estimated to cost $86,000
(Schweigart & Fanara, 2022). There are many new and innovative methods to manage
geese populations being explored. Many of these methods have very recently been
created due to advancements in technology, and the effectiveness is not completely
known. These new methods have the potential to reduce costs for geese management, as
well as to serve as a more humane approach to geese management than the use of lethal
methods, which would reduce the amount of public conflict surrounding the issue.
While the issue surrounding the geese in Foster City is still in the process of being
resolved, there are some important differences to the way the city is approaching the
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issue compared to the way Denver Parks and Recreation has approached the issue. One
key difference is that Foster City has made this a public discussion from the very
beginning. The city has not yet engaged in the controversial use of lethal methods to
manage geese populations, and they have sought public input through City Council
hearings before they sought to obtain permits for the removal of geese. This way of
dealing with the issue has given the public the opportunity to provide input and to voice
their concerns before any actions were taken, and has potentially prevented a loss of trust
in the local government by the residents of Foster City.

Chapter 5: Expert and Stakeholder Questionnaires
In order to obtain additional information for this thesis and to help answer some
questions that this thesis seeks to answer, some questions were sent to various groups
involved in the issue. An email was sent to Victoria Vargas-Madrid, Wildlife Specialist
with Denver Parks and Recreation. This person is listed as a contact person for the
Denver Parks and Recreation Canada Goose Management Program. Another email was
sent to the general contact email for Canada Goose Protection Colorado, the animal
advocacy group involved in this conflict, and another email was sent to the general
contact email for the City of Boulder Department of Parks and Recreation. The City of
Boulder was contacted because their goose management activities were referenced by
Canada Goose Protection Colorado as better management practices that the City of
Denver should implement, most notably, their efforts to clean waste rather than remove
geese.
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The emails were sent on September 27th, 2022. The emails and responses are
shown in the Appendix section of this thesis (Appendices 1 and 2). Only one response
was received from the emails that were sent. The response that was received was from the
City of Boulder Parks and Recreation Department. Their response provides some
valuable information for this thesis.
5.1 City of Boulder Parks and Recreation
The questions that were asked for the City of Boulder Parks and Recreation
Department are:
1. How does the city deal with concerns regarding geese within parks/public areas?
2. What methods have been successful/helpful and what methods have not?
The email was responded to on September 30th, 2022, by Regina Elsner, Parks and
Recreation Senior Manager. Her response stated that it is illegal to haze geese to scare
them away or to remove them in Boulder because the City of Boulder has an ordinance in
place that designates the city as a bird sanctuary. Therefore, any efforts to manage geese
within the city are focused on cleaning waste. The department uses sweepers to clean
waste from trials in some areas. At the Boulder Reservoir the department uses a tow-andcollect machine to clean waste from grassy and sandy areas.
Regina also sent an article that was published in the local Boulder newspaper, the
Daily Camera. The article, published in August 2019, was about the efforts that are being
made to clean goose waste in the area of the Boulder Reservoir. The city began cleaning
goose waste at the reservoir in 2017, and in 2018 the city purchased a second tow-andcollect machine for $5,500. The article states that waste cleaning takes place every day,
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except during the winter when it is done on an as-needed basis. The article stated that part
of the reason goose waste is cleaned is to improve water quality. The reservoir is used for
swimming and recreational activities, and therefore, the water must be kept below a level
of 235 e. coli organisms per 100 milliliters. The reservoir is closed if the amount of e. coli
exceeds that amount. The reservoir had to be closed for a total of six days in 2016, but
did not have to be closed at all during 2017 (the year waste cleaning began). The city has
also received fewer complaints since the waste cleaning operations began. (Hammon,
2019)
This information suggests that cleaning goose waste is an effective strategy to
improving the quality of the parks, including improving water quality and addressing
safety concerns.

Chapter 6: Public Engagement Policy Review & Analysis
6.1 USDA 2019 Annual Report
The USDA 2019 Annual Report provides some background on the events leading
up to the first geese round-ups in 2019. The document states that meetings were held
between various governmental organizations in January, 2019 to discuss the strategy to
resolve the concerns about the geese populations. The document does not mention that
any community groups were invited to participate. The report also mentions that a
document titled Environmental Assessment for Bird Damage Management in Colorado
was released sometime between January and June, 2019, for a 30-day public comment
period, and that no comments were received. The report does not specify exactly when
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this public comment period occurred, does not mention that the report was sent to any
media outlets or community organizations, nor that any public feedback was actively
sought during the public comment period. While this document states that a public
comment period was held by the USDA, nothing has been found to suggest that public
input was sought by DPR. Also, as there were no comments received, it appears likely
that this report was not publicized in any way. (USDA, 2019a)
6.2 DPR Goose Management Program
After the public outcry regarding the geese roundups in 2019, it appears DPR took
steps to improve its public outreach and engagement. The Summary section of the revised
version of the Canada Geese Management Program published in 2020 states that DPR
consulted with the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, wildlife advocacy
organizations, neighborhood communities, the First Gentleman of Colorado (Marlon
Reis), media, and others. This leads to additional questions. The program does not
specifically mention which organizations and neighborhood communities were consulted,
or the methods of public engagement that were used. While these steps represent an
improvement from the previous year’s public engagement, more detailed information
could help to alleviate concerns related to public engagement and transparency. (City and
County of Denver, 2019), (City and County of Denver, 2020)
6.3 Denver Parks and Recreation PECAN Policy
DPR’s Public Engagement, Communication, and Notification (PECAN) policy
was created in order to guide the agency’s public engagement efforts. The policy was
created with the hopes of providing a framework for facilitating and improving
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communication between the agency and the public. Because DPR is a large agency that
manages many acres of parks, open space, and various recreational facilities, a one-sizefits-all policy would not be sufficient to guide all of the agency’s activities, therefore, the
PECAN policy consists of various tiers that apply to different types of activities the
agency may be involved in. (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.b)
Tier 1 is reserved for projects with far-reaching and significant impacts, such as
master plans or capital improvement projects usually spending of $500,000 or greater.
Among the examples listed under tier 1 are city-wide initiatives and departmental policy
changes. Tier 1 requires the highest level of public notification and necessitates multiple
opportunities and various avenues for the public to become involved and share ideas.
Under this tier, public involvement should begin as early as possible in the planning
process. (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.b)
Tier 2 is “an equally important group” as tier 1, but is reserved for projects on a
more local or limited scale, or smaller-scale programs and infrastructure projects. Some
examples of items under tier 2 are local or neighborhood master plans, park or facility
specific plans, and local improvements or initiatives. (Denver Parks and Recreation,
n.d.b)
Tier 3 is reserved for emergencies or issues that might arise for which significant
advance notice may not be possible. Some examples include emergency repairs, field
closures due to drought conditions, or severe weather issues. Another example listed
under this category is “General wildlife management/hazing (this does not include prairie
dog management)”. (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.b)
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The PECAN policy also provides some guidance on departmental actions that do
not require any public notice or engagement in order to ensure the department continues
to operate efficiently. Some examples of such actions are minor park maintenance, minor
construction activities, permit distribution, and routine activities. While some aspects of
the goose management program are routine activities (such as hazing), the geese
roundups required significant departmental resources, and would likely not be considered
routine or minor maintenance activities, and would likely require categorization under
tiers 1-3. (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.b)
It is unclear which tier the Resident Goose Management Program and the removal
of geese from Denver’s parks would be located. The only reference to wildlife
management is found under tier 3, but that seems to refer to wildlife hazing, a relatively
mild action. The overall purpose of tier 3 is intended for unplanned or unforeseen issues
requiring an immediate response. Therefore, the Resident Goose Management Program
would not likely fall under tier 3. (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.b)
The Resident Goose Management Program meets certain criteria for being
considered under tier 1, as it is a city-wide initiative, and could be interpreted as a
departmental policy change because no goose management plan had been published prior
to 2019 and the department had not engaged in the use lethal methods to manage geese in
prior years (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.b). The goose removal program could also
be considered a capital improvement project, meant to improve the quality of the parks
throughout the city. The first contract the city made with the USDA in 2019 was for
$150,000 (well below the $500,000 threshold under tier 1) (Canada Geese Protection
Colorado, 2020e). Some experts have stated that continued removal of geese will be
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required in future years if the program remains the primary method of goose population
management (Bekoff, 2019). In 2020, DPR spent an additional $100,000 to remove geese
from the parks (Swanson, 2020a). If the program continues, it could greatly exceed the
$500,000 threshold.
The goose management program also meets criteria of Tier 2, as it is a smallerscale program than many of the examples listed under Tier 1, and involves action on a
more limited impact (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.b). For these reasons, at the very
least, the creation of the DPR Resident Goose Management Program should have met the
criteria for public engagement listed under Tier 2.
The public engagement strategies recommended under tier 2 of the PECAN
policy include notifying applicable neighborhood organizations, providing press releases
to local news outlets, posting information about the plan on the department website, and
posting information on social media. The PECAN policy states that the intention of
public engagement under tier 2 is “active participation in processes and to provide
feedback, suggestions and insight to DPR management/administration; voice concerns,
objections and support; influence final decisions”. Not only should the department
engage in notification activities for projects under this category, but they should also
create a space for the public to voice their concerns and provide input. (Denver Parks and
Recreation, n.d.b)
6.4 Denver Public Notice and Engagement Audit Report
In November 2021, the City of Denver Office of the Auditor released a report of
an audit that was conducted on the City’s compliance with public notification and
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engagement requirements. The audit consisted of three case studies reviewing the public
notification and engagement requirements and actions pertaining to three different
departments within the city government: the Department of Community Planning and
Development, the Department of Transportation and infrastructure, and the Agency for
Human Rights and Community Partnerships. The audit found that in two of the three case
studies, the departments did not fully comply with public notification requirements.
While this report did not pertain to concern about public engagement related to DPR, the
report may point to overall systemic issues related to public engagement within the city.
(Denver Auditor, 2021)
The report also reviewed the public notification and engagement strategies and
policies of several other cities and conducted a literature review to determine best
practices. The report then provided 17 recommendations to the city to improve its public
notification and engagement activities. Most of those recommendations were addressed
to a specific department, involving department specific functions. Some of the
departmental specific recommendations of the audit report may also be useful
recommendations for the Department of Parks and Recreation to consider as well. Two of
the recommendations made were to the directed toward the Mayor’s Office and addressed
improvements that could be made that would affect public engagement across all city
departments. (Denver Auditor, 2021)
Recommendation 1.6 directed the Mayor’s Office to 1) create a searchable map
which city residents can use to find information about projects in their vicinity, 2)
develop a centralized webpage where public notices and meeting information pertaining
to all city departments and agencies can be found by the residents of the city, and 3)
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develop a centralized event calendar showing the meetings and opportunities for public
engagement from all city departments and agencies. To summarize: having one central
location for all city public notice and engagement activities (rather than looking on each
individual departmental website) could make it much easier for the general public to find
relevant information and opportunities to become involved. (Denver Auditor, 2021)
6.5 Open Meetings Regulations
The 2019 USDA Annual Report on the goose management efforts in Denver
provided information about the process that led to the decision to remove geese from
Denver’s parks. Beginning in January 2019, meetings were held between DPR, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Services, USDA Wildlife Services, and Colorado Parks and Wildlife. The
report did not disclose exactly what was discussed and decided at these meetings, but
suggests that these meetings were held to negotiate and create the plan for the removal of
the geese in Denver’s parks. The report did not provide any information regarding
compliance with Open Meetings regulations. (USDA, 2019a)
According to the Open Meetings law set forth in Article III of Chapter 2 of the
Denver Municipal Code, “the formation of public policy is public business and should be
conducted in public, and that the public shall be entitled to the fullest possible access to
the deliberations and proceedings of public bodies”. The Open Meetings law does not
apply to internal staff meetings, but it does apply to discussion and negotiation of
contracts and intergovernmental agreements. Due to limited legal expertise, it is uncertain
whether the negotiations that took place in the formation of the plan to remove the geese
constituted a violation of the Open Meetings law, however, it is recommended that DPR

59
reviews their processes in order to ensure compliance with Open Meetings laws in the
future.
6.6 Colorado Open Records Act
Colorado State law requires governmental bodies and public agencies to provide
members of the public with information pertaining to public records that are kept when
such information is requested. DPR has a form on their website for submitting records
requests, also known as CORA requests (Colorado Open Records Act). A submission
was made in July 2022 inquiring into records of complaints about park quality that have
been received by the department, however, no response has been received from DPR.
This appears to be a violation of the Colorado Open Records Act, as they are required
provide a response within three days. Even if the records do not exist, a response
indicating such is required. (Colorado Open Records Act, n.d.)
6.7 Virtual Meetings
An analysis of the number of public comments that were made at DPR Advisory
Board meetings was conducted by reviewing the meetings notes (minutes) that were
accessed from the DPR Advisory Board website. The results of the analysis are presented
below in Figure 14. The data presented below supports the claim that the switch to virtual
meetings increased public participation. The data also supports the claim that switching
to virtual meetings may increase public participation in general (city council meetings,
planning commission meetings, etc.), but further research would be needed to confirm
this claim. Given that public participation in DPR Advisory Board meetings increased
after adding the option to attend virtually, the Board may wish to continue offering this

60
option in the future to continue the increased participation potential. (Parks and
Recreation Advisory Board, 2019-2020)

Number of Public Comments at DPR Advisory Board Meetings
Before and After Switching to Virtual Meetings (2019 -2020)
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Figure 14 – Participation in public meetings increased after switching to virtual meetings, as shown in blue. (Parks and
Recreation Advisory Board, 2019-2020).

6.8 Public Engagement Methods
This section will focus on examining the public engagement efforts that were
conducted by Denver Parks and Recreation (DPR) regarding the removal of geese from
Denver’s parks. In subsequent sections of this thesis, various actions that were carried out
by DPR regarding public engagement efforts were identified. Through the literature
review that was discussed in chapter 2, a list was compiled of policies, methods, and tools
that have the potential to improve public engagement efforts of a governmental agency.
The list is presented below in Figure 15.This section will summarize the public
engagement efforts that were made by DPR regarding the removal of geese, and will
make recommendations for improvement based on the methods presented in Figure 15.
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Public Engagement (PE) Methods, Policies and Tools

Policy: Appointment of PE Coordinator
Policy: Setting Annual PE Goals
Policy: Incorporation of PE Metrics in Performance Reviews
Policy: Adoption of PE guide to determine PE methods for various scenarios
Policy: Adoption of training program for gov. staff to learn PE skills and methods
Policy: Adoption of policy to guide how public buildings are used for PE
Policy: Formation of a PE Citizen Advisory Board
Methods: Identification of community stakeholders before seeking input
Method: Decision-making forum
Method: Visioning forum
Method: Action forum
Method: Facilitated small group meetings
Method: Focus groups
Method: Structured Conversations
Methods: Polls and surveys
Methods: Actively recruiting for participation in public meetings
Methods: Ensure compliance with open meetings laws
Methods: Collaboration/communication between public and private, & non-profit institutions
Methods: Evaluate the PE efforts at the end of the process to identify ways for improvement
Methods/Tools: Trained faciliation of meetings and forums
Methods/Tools: Polling keypads
Methods/Tools: Email Listervs to update interested members of the public
Methods/Tools: Online Discussions
Methods/Tools: Social Media
Methods/Tools: Make all governmental documents and records available on the departmental website
Figure 15 – List of public engagement policies, methods, and tools available to government agencies.
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Through the review of events that took place surrounding the removal of geese from
Denver’s parks (presented in Chapter 3) it appears that DPR did not engage in any public
engagement efforts prior to the first round of removal of geese that took place in 2019.
Following the conflict that began after the first round of removal became publicized,
DPR began to increase its public engagement efforts. The public engagement methods
that were employed after the conflict began are listed below:
1) Discussion of plans with local news outlets
2) Two facilitated community meetings were held in later 2019
3) The DPR Advisory board discussed the issue at several open meetings, and
accepted public comments
4) DPR began a partnership with community group Canada Geese Protection
Colorado to train volunteers on egg oiling
5) DPR formed the Canada Goose Task Force
While DPR has made improvements in its public engagement efforts regarding the
goose conflict. It is apparent that the department could benefit from some process
improvements related to public engagement that could help to prevent similar conflicts in
the future. The DPR PECAN policy, discussed in section 6.4, provides a framework for
determination of the level of public engagement required for various activities carried out
by the department. According to the analysis provided in section 6.4, it is likely that the
decision to remove geese from Denver’s parks would be categorized in Tier 1 or Tier 2 of
the PECAN policy, requiring certain public engagement efforts. However, no public
engagement efforts were made prior to that action. The failure of DPR to act in
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accordance with their public engagement policy could possibly be corrected by reviewing
the following action items (ordered from most feasible to more complex):
1) Inclusion of pre- and post- public engagement methods in the PECAN policy in
order to create checklist for action items in PE efforts, such as the creation of a
stakeholder list prior to PE efforts, and the evaluation of PE efforts after PE
actions have taken place.
2) Hold facilitated public meetings prior to potentially controversial decisions and
invite community stakeholders.
3) Appointment of a Public Engagement Coordinator within the DPR Department
tasked with evaluating the activities of the department and ensuring the PECAN
policy requirements are met on a project-by-project basis
4) Adoption of a departmental public engagement training program to inform
departmental staff on public engagement requirements, skills, and tools
5) Make all public governmental documents and records available on the
departmental website, and conduct an internal review of Colorado Open Records
Act compliance procedures.

Chapter 7: Park Audits and Geese Population Analysis
An understanding of the population and populations trends of geese in Denver’s
parks is a necessary part of any discussion about population management methods. An
accurate population count is obviously a necessary part of any wildlife management plan,
and is also necessary in order to make recommendations regarding management methods
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to be used. Furthermore, communicating accurate population estimates to the public is a
crucial part of any wildlife management public engagement activities, as the public’s
opinion on the matter may differ based upon the representation of the numbers. In
Chapter 3 of this thesis (pages 31 and 37) concerns regarding the accuracy of the
population estimates were discussed. This chapter will provide further information about
the population trends of resident geese in Denver’s parks, an analysis of the accuracy of
the numbers that were presented to the public by DPR, and a discussion of other
observations that were made that may be helpful to geese management decisions in the
future.
7.1 Summer 2022 Park Audit
In July 2022, an assessment of five Denver parks was conducted. The five parks
that were assessed were five of the six parks in which geese have been removed in either
2019 or 2020. The assessment sought to obtain information about the population of
resident geese in each park that was assessed. The type of information gathered included
behavioral patterns and preferences (such as water entrance/exit preferences, and grazing
behavior), information about the particular locations within each park where geese are
focused, and qualitative information about the level of waste accumulation and evidence
of grazing (shortened grass) found in various areas of the parks, and geese population
estimates.
7.1.1 Park Audit Results
One important finding is the observation that geese populations tend to remain
close to the water, tend to remain near easy access points to the water, and tend to remain
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in those particular locations in general. This observation is in agreement with the
literature on the subject. The evidence for these claims is that geese were usually found in
areas near the water, near easy water access points, goose waste tended to only be found
in these areas (waste was mostly absent in other areas of the park), and evidence of
grazing was focused in these same areas. Figure 16 below presents the results of the park
assessments.
Park Name

Date of Visit Number of
Geese

Washington Park 7/13/2022

133

City Park

98

7/14/2022

Sloan's Lake Park 7/17/2022

278

Harvey Park

7/17/2022

148

Garfield Park

7/17/2022
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Location of Geese/Waste in
Park
Entire population and waste
concentrated in southwest
corner near lake
Majoity concentrated in small
area north of lake, some south of
lake

Severity of Waste Severity of Damage Population from previous
year

Moderate in area
near geese, none
in other areas
Moderate in area
north of lake near
large group,
minor in areas
south of lake,
none in other
areas
Various groups scattered around High in area near
each side of lake, largest group large group,
(130) in cluster north of lake
minor in other
areas near geese,
none in other
areas
Majoity SE of lake in large group Minor in some
(100+), some north of lake
areas north of
lake, high near
large group SE of
lake, none in
other areas
Majority located along south side Minor in areas
of lake
near geese, none
in others

minor in area with 31
geese, none in other
areas
minor in areas with 50
geese, none in other
areas

minor in area near
large cluster north
of lake, none in
other areas

Percent increase in
population from previous
year
429% increase

196% increase

68

408% increase

Moderate in
26
southeast area near
large group, none in
other areas

569% increase

None

159% increase

42

Figure 16 - Summary of park assessment results (DPR, 2021)

Another important finding of the assessment is that the population of geese in
each of the five parks included in the assessed has increased since the previous year,
based on estimates from the DPR website under the 2021 Summary (DPR, 2021). On
average, the population of geese in each of the five parks is 3.5 times higher than the
estimate from the previous year.

66
7.1.2 Harvey Park
The observations from Harvey Park will be discussed as an example of similar
observations that were made at the other parks. The majority of geese within Harvey Park
were located near the southeast corner of the lake, in the red highlighted area shown in
Figure 17. Smaller concentrations of geese were found in the yellow highlighted areas.
There was very little or no goose waste found in other areas of the park. The red
highlighted area adjoins the water in the largest, and presumably, the easiest access point
for the geese to enter and exit the water, which explains why most geese inhabit that area
of the park (Figures 18-21). Except for some small areas on the north side of the lake,
most of the perimeter of the lake is enclosed by heavy vegetation. The sections of the
path around the lake near these vegetative buffers have very little or no waste, as shown
in Figure 22. Similar observations were made at each of five parks that were assessed.

Figure 17 - Google Earth image of Harvey Park. The red highlighted area shows the area with the highest
concentration of geese and associated waste. The yellow area shows area of low to moderate concentrations of geese
and waste.
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Figure 18-The largest water access point as shown on the Harvey Park map where red highlighted area adjoins the
water.

Figure 19 - High amount of waste on path in area shown in red on the Harvey Park Map.
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Figure 20 - Highly grazed area shown in red on the Harvey Park map image.

Figure 21 - High concentration of geese in the red highlighted area of the Harvey Park map.
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Figure 22 - Path along Harvey Park Lake where vegetative barriers prevent easy lake access.
There is little or no goose waste found along this portion of the path.

7.2 Geese Population Analysis
The most recent version of DPR’s Resident Goose Damage Management
Program, published in April 2020, does not provide an estimate for the number of
resident geese inhabiting Denver’s parks. The report only provides an estimate of the
number of resident geese within the state of Colorado, an estimate of 17,400 to 26,100
resident geese statewide. That number referenced a population survey conducted by CPW
in 2000. The report also references another population survey that was conducted in 2017
by CPW, that reported an estimate of 44,000 breeding pairs of resident geese in the Front
Range Corridor in Colorado, stretching from Fort Collins in the northern part of the state,
to Colorado Springs in the southern part of the state. These numbers show a significant
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increase in the population of resident geese statewide, but these numbers do not provide
information about the number of resident geese within Denver’s parks. (City and County
of Denver, 2020)
More detailed information about the number of resident geese inhabiting Denver’s
parks is presented in the 2019 USDA Annual Report titled Canada Goose Damage
Management Efforts Denver Parks, as well as information on population surveys
provided on the DPR Canada Goose Management Program Website. The information
obtained from these sources has been compiled into a table and is presented below in
Figure 23. (USDA, 2019a), (Denver Parks and Recreation, 2021)
Park Name
May 2019 September 2019 April 2021
Sloan's Lake Park
355
207
City Park
621
111
Garfield Park
251
98
Washington Park
530
18
Harvey Park
120
115
Garland Park
251
98
Barnum Park
115
80
Berkeley Park
120
115
Huston Park
20
20
Overland Pond Park
20
10
Rocky Mountain Park
20
0
Total
2423

July 2022
68
50
42
31
26
10
-

278
98
67
133
148
-

Figure 23 – Geese population estimates from 2019 to 2022 (Parks where geese removals have occurred are
highlighted). (USDA, 2019a), (Denver Parks and Recreation, 2021)

According to the 2019 USDA Report, DPR monitors and engages in geese
population management efforts in 11 parks in the city (USDA, 2019a). The population
estimates from 2019 in those 11 parks is shown in Figure 23. Additional estimates for
2021 and 2022 are shown for the six parks (highlighted in orange) which geese were
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removed from (either in 2019 or 2020). As shown in Figure 23, the total population of
resident geese inhabiting Denver’s parks in 2019 (for the 11 parks in which geese are
monitored) was 2,423.
Another portion of the 2019 USDA Report provides population projection
estimates based on the number of eggs oiled in Denver’s parks in 2015-2017. The figure
from the report is shown below in Figure 24. As seen in the figure, the report estimated
there were 2,813 breeding pairs of resident geese at 8 high use parks in Denver in 2019,
which equates to a total of 5,626 resident geese within those parks. (USDA, 2019a)

Figure 24 – Population projections of Canada Geese breeding pairs which DPR used to inform the public about the
number of resident geese in Denver’s parks (USDA, 2019a).

Several news articles quoted DPR representatives stating that there are around
5,000 resident geese within Denver’s parks in 2019 (Swanson, 2020a), (Sachs, 2019). It
seems that the DPR representatives were referencing this population projection when
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providing information to media sources. The number of around 5,000, which DPR
representatives provided to media sources, is significantly inconsistent with population
estimates from direct observation in 2019, which Figure 23 shows as a total of 2,423.
7.3 Implications of Population Analysis on Geese Management
The depredation permit issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 2019
authorized the lethal removal of 2,200 Canada Geese from Denver’s parks. In order to
calculate the number of 2,200, it must have been based on an estimate of a total
population. Given that DPR’s Resident Goose Management Program states that any lethal
removal program would not seek to eliminate all the geese from the parks, but to lower
the population to a sustainable level, the 2,200 number must have been based on a larger
number. Given that DPR representatives often quoted the number of resident geese at
around 5,000, it seems likely that this is the number that the estimate was based upon.
However, as the total population of resident geese in Denver’s parks is estimated to be
2,423 by records of direct observation, the depredation permit allowed for the removal of
nearly the entire population of resident geese in Denver’s parks. Looking at the total
number of geese that were removed during the 2019 roundup, we see that virtually all the
resident geese in City Park and Washington Park were removed. The issues here are that
the issuance of the depredation permit may have been based on inaccurate information,
and that the public may have been misinformed about the percentage of the total
population of resident geese that were removed from Denver’s parks.
An additional insight that can be made from the geese population analysis is that
the number of resident geese in Denver’s parks continues to increase. The chart below in
Figure 25 reflects the information presented in Figure 23.
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Geese Population Estimates 2019 - 2022
800
600
400
200
0
Sloan's Lake Park

City Park

May 2019

Garfield Park

September 2019

Washington Park

April 2021

Harvey Park

July 2022

Figure 25 – geese population estimates in Denver’s parks from 2019 to 2022. (USDA, 2019a), (Denver Parks and
Recreation 2021).

Figure 25 above shows the total population counts of resident geese in the years
2019 through 2022 in 5 of the 6 parks which geese were removed from (either in 2019 or
2020). The figure shows several important trends. First, the geese population in each of
the five parks has increased from the previous year (from 2021 to 2022). Second, the
current geese population in Harvey Park has surpassed the population from May 2019,
and the geese population of Sloan’s Lake Park is approaching the population from May
2019.
A closer look into the statistics reveals that it is likely that geese from nearby
areas, or migratory geese who decide to stay, are taking the place of geese that have been
removed. For example, looking at City Park we see that the estimated geese population in
May 2019 was 621, and during that summer 703 geese were removed from the park, and
in September of that year the reported geese population was 111. One possible
explanation is that geese from nearby areas recognize the opportunity of the absence of
geese within a park after the geese are removed, and decide to relocate to that location.
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To summarize this section, it is likely that DPR will continue to face challenges
regarding the management of the geese population in Denver’s parks, and it is likely that
they will continue to explore various methods of geese population management. There
appears to be inconsistencies between the numbers of resident Canada Geese that were
reported to the media, and the numbers reflected in various reports. It is recommended
that accurate population surveys should be conducted regularly and the information
should be provided to the public on the DPR website, as well as through any media
communications undertaken by DPR. Accurate population estimates are a crucial part of
a wildlife management plan, and communication of accurate statistics to the public is a
crucial part of public engagement efforts. Reporting and communicating accurate
statistics could help to alleviate similar public conflicts in the future.

Chapter 8: Stakeholder Analysis
In order to identify potential solutions to the conflict surrounding the geese in
Denver’s parks, it would be helpful to identify and discuss the various stakeholders
involved. Borrowing from the analysis conducted in Chapter 3 of this thesis, the primary
categories of stakeholders that have been identified in the study of the conflict are the
residents of Denver who are the regular users of the parks in the city, DPR who is tasked
maintaining the parks of the city, and the animal protection advocates who are interested
in minimizing harm to animals. The geese inhabiting the parks in Denver are also
stakeholders, as they have a desire to live without being harmed. In our society, however,
the geese do not have the ability to advocate for themselves, so the animal protection
advocates in this situation represent the geese as stakeholders. Figure 26 below lists the
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stakeholders and summarizes the different needs of each stakeholder in the context of the
conflict surrounding the geese in Denver’s parks.
Stakeholder
Park Users/Residents of Denver
DPR
Geese/Animal Protection Advocates

Need 1
Need 2
Access to clean and safe parks Enjoyment of Nature/wildlife
Provide clean and safe parks Operate within budget
Safety/Minimize harm

Figure 26 – Stakeholders involved in the Denver geese conflict, and their associated needs.

Each stakeholder group has different primary needs in this conflict. The residents
of Denver who are the users of the parks have a need to have access to clean and safe
parks. The presence of the geese in the parks has brought this need into question, as the
geese have contributed to an accumulation of waste in the parks. Another need of the
park users is the enjoyment of nature and wildlife, which the geese in the parks provide.
An article discussed in Chapter 3 provided insight into the positive mental health benefits
of observing wildlife within city parks (Bekoff, 2019). DPR’s primary need is to fulfill
their duty to provide clean and safe parks to the residents of the city. They also have a
need to be financially responsible in order to operate within their budget. Finally, the
geese have a need to live in a habitat with access to basic needs such as physical safety,
food, water, shelter, etc.
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Clean, Safe,
Enjoyable
Parks

Non-Lethal
Goose Mgmt.

Financial
Responsibility

Safety of
Animals

Figure 27 – A spectrum of needs of the stakeholders involved in the geese conflict in Denver’s parks.

The various needs of each stakeholder group are represented above in Figure 27.
The figure demonstrates the needs as a spectrum, pulling for action in various directions.
A solution that meets each need will be found in the center, as a balance the needs of
each stakeholder group. As shown in the center of Figure 27, a goose management
strategy that uses only non-lethal methods to manage geese (and their impacts) has the
potential to balance all the needs of each stakeholder group.

Chapter 9: Geese Management Analysis and Recommendations
This section will seek to provide an analysis into various methods of geese
population management as they pertain to Denver’s parks. The literature review provided
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an overview of various geese population management methods. This section will
integrate knowledge gained from previous sections of this thesis into an analysis of geese
management methods in the specific context of Denver’s parks in order to aid in future
decision-making. While there are many potential methods of geese population
management, this section will only focus on the methods that are most relevant to the
case of geese management within the City of Denver, taking into consideration historical,
current, and proposed future management methods, as well as taking into consideration
methods which community members have specifically advocated for.
9.1 Cleaning Waste
Regularly cleaning goose waste, used along with other goose management
techniques, could be one feasible alternative to the use of lethal methods for goose
management. Tow and collect machines are capable of cleaning goose waste and other
debris. The use of these machines provides the additional benefit of cleaning litter and
other debris, thereby fulfilling multiple needs. Many other municipalities currently use
these machines as part of their efforts to mitigate the effects of geese in their parks.
Further analysis into the level which DPR has historically used and currently uses tow
and collect machines to clean goose waste would provide greater insight into the
feasibility of scaling up the use of the machines as part of an entirely non-lethal goose
management program. However, estimates could be made with preliminary data.
The “1500 Pro” tow and collect machine produced by Metalform is currently
available for about $10,000, and is capable of cleaning 3 acres per hour (Tow and Collect
by Metalform, 2022). Several assumptions and estimates must be made in order to
estimate the amount of time required to clean the goose waste in the parks. Conservative
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estimates will be sued in order to err on the side of caution. Much of the total area of the
parks consist of water features, parking lots, trees, and buildings. An assumption that 25
percent of the area of each park is affected by goose waste is a very conservative estimate
(see Appendices 3 through 7 for maps of observed areas of each park affected by goose
waste). Using these estimates, the figure below shows the estimated time required to
clean the goose waste in each of the parks where geese populations have been managed
using lethal methods.
Park Name

City Park
Washington Park
Garfield Lake Park
Sloan's Lake Park
Harvey Park
Garland Lake Park
Barnum Lake Park
Total

Estimated Total Acres Estimated % of
Estimated Acres Time to Clean (hours)
Total Area Affected Affected by Goose
by Goose Waste
Waste
330
25%
83
28
155
25%
39
13
25
25%
6
2
177
25%
44
15
40
25%
10
3
30
25%
8
3
25
25%
6
2
65

Figure 28 – Estimated time required to clean each of the parks where geese populations have been managed using
lethal methods.

The above figure shows that an estimated 65 hours of labor would be required to
clean all of the parks in Denver in which goose waste is a significant concern. Assuming
that workers are only able to operate the tow and collect machines 50 percent of the time,
and the other time is devoted to transportation to and from locations, the total number of
hours to clean the parks would be 130 hours. Assuming each worker is paid $25 per hour,
added to the cost of two new tow and collect machines, the City of Denver could clean
the all the above parks on a monthly basis for $39,000 per year. Compared to the cost of

79
the contract with the USDA to remove the geese from the parks in 2019, which was
around $150,000, that is a savings of $111,000.
Comparing the costs and benefits of a geese management program that
focuses on cleaning waste, versus a management program that focuses on removing
geese, we see that they appear to be similar in cost over a long time period. As discussed
in Chapter 7, the population of geese in Denver’s parks appears to be increasing, and
geese removals may be conducted again in the near future if this method is to be
continued. In a goose management program that focuses on removing geese, removals
may be required every few years, while a management program that focuses on cleaning
waste must be done continuously. As such, it appears that the cost of a geese
management program that focuses on cleaning waste and the cost of a management
program that focuses on removing geese would be similar to one another.
9.2 Egg Oiling
Information about the past egg oiling efforts in Denver’s parks was identified and
discussed in Chapter 3 of this thesis. As discussed, DPR began oiling eggs in Denver’s
parks in 2008. Figure 29 below shows the total number of eggs oiled each year since
DPR’s egg oiling program began, until 2019.
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Number of Eggs Oiled in Denver Parks
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Figure 29 – Number of eggs oiled in Denver’s parks from 2008 to 2019 (Canada Geese Protection Colorado, 2020d),
(Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.a).

According to the goose population analysis provided in Chapter 7 of this thesis,
there were 2,423 geese residing in Denver’s parks in May of 2019 (prior to the first
removal of geese, Figure 23, page 71). If half of this population is female, and each
female lays an average of 5 eggs per year (Smith et. al, 1999), the number of eggs laid in
2019 from the geese residing in Denver’s parks was around 6,000 eggs. As shown in
Figure 29, around 3,000 eggs were oiled in 2019. Therefore, there were more than 3,000
eggs left unoiled. This analysis suggests that DPR’s egg oiling program was falling short
of oiling the number of eggs needed to be treated in order to keep the resident goose
population from growing. Increasing efforts to oil eggs in Denver’s parks would be
necessary in order to have a successful egg oiling program.
Figure 29 shows that very few eggs were oiled prior to 2013, and likely had a
negligible effect on the resident geese population in Denver’s parks. In 2015, it appears
that DPR began to significantly increase its egg oiling efforts, coming to a peak in 2017,
and then decreasing in 2018 and 2019. DPR has claimed that they have exhausted all
forms of non-lethal geese population management methods, but egg oiling is a method
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that must be comprehensive and must be used continuously over a long period (Smith et.
al, 1999). This analysis suggests that DPR’s egg oiling program was neither
comprehensive (oiling as many eggs as necessary to be successful) nor has it been used
for a long enough time period to be produce the intended results.
Additionally, providing accurate and updated reports on egg oiling efforts could help
DPR avoid concerns related to transparency and public notification. The latest
information DPR has made publicly available regarding egg oiling is from 2019.
Recommendations regarding DPR egg oiling program:
1) Continue the egg oiling program each year and invest additional resources into the
program to allow as many eggs as possible to be oiled each year.
2) Incorporate a community outreach program into the egg oiling program in order
to train individual property owners to oil goose eggs located in nests on private
property.
3) Seek permission from private property owners to enter and oil eggs in potential
areas where geese may be nesting near city parks.
4) Publish regular reports and updates about egg oiling activities conducted by the
department.
9.3 Landscape Modifications
The park audit that was conducted as part of this thesis, presented in section 7.1
provided information about the behavior of the geese population regarding the current
landscape design of the parks. The observations provide insights into the ways that
landscape modifications may be used in coordination with other management methods in
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order to meet the needs of all stakeholders involved. One of the key observations
presented in section 7.1 is that the geese tend to enter and exit the water in areas with
easy access to and from the water. Most of the grazing and waste accumulation takes
place in the areas directly adjacent to the water access points. This observation agrees
with the literature regarding the use of landscape modifications as a management method.
Park managers may therefore use landscape modifications, either vegetative barriers or
large rocks, to direct geese to inhabit certain areas of the park, and contain their effects in
those chosen areas. If this method is used in conjunction with waste cleaning methods,
park managers may only need to focus on a very small area of the park in order to
maintain the cleanliness of quality of the park.

Chapter 10: Conclusion
In June of 2019, the USDA officials in coordination with Denver Parks and
Recreation began removing geese from various parks throughout the city. This action
sparked a significant controversy among the community. Geese removals occurred again
in 2020. This thesis examined the events that unfolded surrounding this issue, the events
that occurred leading up to the decision to use lethal methods to manage geese
populations in Denver, and the events that occurred after the conflict, in order to better
understand the situation and to learn lessons for better practices in the future.
Research question number 1: How did the Denver Parks and Recreation
Department make the decision to use lethal methods to manage the population of Canada
Geese in the city’s parks? Statements from DPR suggest that the decision to use lethal
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methods was made only after attempts to use non-lethal methods were exhausted and
shown to be insufficient. Prior to 2019, DPR relied primarily on the use of egg oiling and
hazing devices to manage the population of geese in the parks. While DPR has stated that
the methods were insufficient, the documentation of the use of non-lethal methods shows
that the use of such non-lethal methods was not used to the extent needed to effectively
manage the geese population.
Significant levels of egg oiling did not begin until 2015, reached a peak in 2017,
and then declined. Research provided in the literature reviews shows that the use of egg
oiling as a geese population management strategy must be used in coordination with
other management methods, and must be used as part of a long-term strategy in order to
produce the desired results. Comparing population estimates to the number of eggs oiled
shows that DPR has likely not been oiling enough eggs to produce the desired results. In
addition, there are many other non-lethal methods of geese management which have not
been utilized by DPR.
The decision to use lethal methods to manage geese populations in Denver parks
appears to have been made by leadership personnel within DPR. Given the limited use of
non-lethal methods that has been documented, it appears likely that DPR leadership made
the decision to use lethal methods as a means of having a quick and immediate solution to
the problem. While the use of lethal methods to manage the geese in Denver’s parks did
indeed produce immediate results, the results may not be as conclusive as DPR had
hoped. As predicted by various experts in the field, the population of geese in Denver’s
parks appears to be rising again, which may call for costly removals regularly in the
future if this method is to be the primary method which DPR relies upon in the future.
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Research question number 2: What level of public involvement and public
notification was involved in the formation and enaction of the goose management plan? It
appears that DPR did not consult with the public in the formation of the original goose
management program in 2019. The public engagement process could have been improved
by adhering to DPR’s Public Engagement, Communication and Notification (PECAN)
policy. According to this departmental policy, the goose management plan released in
2019 should have been categorized under Tier 1 or Tier 2 due to its impact and scope.
Tier 1 and Tier 2 call for various methods of public engagement. It is known that DPR
began to plan for the removal of geese from the parks at least 8 months prior to the
removals in 2019, which would have provided a sufficient amount of time to conduct
public engagement activities.
After the 2019 geese removals began, and the issue became widely publicized,
DPR began to improve its public engagement methods after receiving pressure from
concerned residents. DPR held two facilitated community meetings, discussed the
program with news outlets, discussed the issue at public hearings with the DPR Advisory
Board, and created the Canada Goose Task Force.
Research question 3: How could the City of Denver improve its wildlife management
planning process in order enhance stakeholder involvement, and to minimize future
community conflicts involving wildlife management issues? The literature review on
public engagement methods and the analysis of the public engagement efforts
surrounding the formation of the Canada Goose Management Program revealed several
strategies that could be applied to DPR’s public engagement process in order to make
improvements. These recommendations are 1) appoint a Public Engagement Coordinator
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within the DPR Department tasked with evaluating the activities of the department and
ensuring the PECAN policy requirements are met on a project-by-project basis, 2) adopt
a departmental public engagement training program to inform departmental staff on
public engagement requirements, skills, and tools, 3) inclusion of pre- and post- public
engagement methods in the PECAN policy in order to create checklist for action items in
PE efforts, such as the creation of a stakeholder list prior to public efforts, and the
evaluation of PE efforts after PE actions have taken place, 4) make all public
governmental documents and records available on the departmental website, and conduct
an internal review of Colorado Open Records Act compliance procedures, and 5) hold
facilitated public meetings prior to potentially controversial decisions and invite
community stakeholders.
The review of case studies from other municipalities dealing with geese concerns
also provide some lessons that could be applied to future decisions that DPR will be
faced with regarding geese management. The geese management program in Greenwich,
Connecticut included a training program for private property owners to oil goose eggs on
their own property. The parks department in Foster City, California sought guidance from
the City Council in the decision to obtain a depredation permit to remove geese.
Therefore, community members who were concerned about the geese had the opportunity
to attend the City Council meeting and voice their concerns prior to any decision was
made. By deferring such controversial decisions to the City Council, DPR could reduce
community conflict in any future decisions.
This thesis also revealed some deficiencies and inconsistencies in DPR records
regarding goose management in Denver. Many of these concerns, documented in Chapter
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3 of this thesis, were raised by community members who were opposed to the removal of
geese from Denver’s parks. Chapter 7 provided additional geese population analysis, and
showed that DPR may have misinformed the public about the percentage of the total
population of geese that were removed from the parks. By providing regular and accurate
population estimates, and providing accurate records of the methods undertaken to
manage the geese population in Denver’s parks, DPR may reduce the occurrence of
community conflicts by reducing concerns of transparency about their actions.
Research Question number 4: Are there any alternative Canada Goose
management strategies that meet the needs/desires of the various stakeholders, interested
parties, and community groups? A goose management plan that meets the needs of each
stakeholder group involved in this conflict is a plan that utilizes non-lethal methods of
management while stabilizing the geese population and/or successfully mitigating the
potentially harmful effects of the geese population within the parks. Geese management
plans that use only non-lethal methods have been successful in many areas around the
country, including the Boulder, Colorado and Greenwich, Connecticut.
The City of Boulder focuses their efforts on managing the effects of the geese
population by cleaning the waste. This is done using sweepers to remove waste from
trails, and using tow-and-collect machines to remove waste from grassy and sandy areas
where waste buildup occurs. The geese management plan in Greenwich focuses on egg
oiling, the use of trained dogs to haze geese, the installation of signs to educate the public
not to feed the geese, and a community outreach program to teach private land-owners
how to oil eggs on their property.
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The use of other methods such as landscape modifications to make the habitat less
desirable for geese is another common approach used in conjunction with other methods.
The use of rock barriers or vegetative barriers can selectively control the areas of the park
which geese do or do not inhabit. Planting species of grass or other vegetation that are
less desirable for geese to consume can also deter geese from inhabiting an area.
A multi-faceted geese management plan that focuses on different methods in
different seasons of the year may the most impactful and financially beneficial plan.
Instead of paying for contracts for the USDA to remove geese on a somewhat regular
basis, an alternative option available to DPR would be to hire additional employees to
focus on geese management activities. DPR could potentially minimize the cost of
additional employees and maximize the benefits by focusing on different management
methods in different seasons of the year. We have seen that the optimal time to focus on
hazing methods is during the winter months when migratory geese pass through the area.
We have also learned that egg oiling must occur in the spring, and the time of the year
when the most waste build-up occurs is in the summer, when the geese are molting and
unable to leave their immediate area, so waste cleaning activities could be focused on
during the summer. Therefore, the cost of hiring additional employees could be
minimized by focusing on those different management methods at throughout the year.
While cost is one important factor to consider, DPR may also wish to consider
other important factors, such as maintaining the trust of the community, the value that
geese add to the parks, and any societal benefits that may be gained by seeking to live in
harmony with other animals.
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Figure 28 – Estimated time required to clean each of the parks where geese populations
have been managed using lethal methods.
Figure 29 – Number of eggs oiled in Denver’s parks from 2008 to 2019 (Canada Geese
Protection Colorado, 2020d), (Denver Parks and Recreation, n.d.a).
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Appendices

Appendix 1 – Correspondence with City of Boulder Department of Parks and Recreation

Appendix 2 – Response from City of Boulder Parks and Recreation Department
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Appendix 3 – Area of City Park affected by goose waste (Shown in yellow).

Appendix 4 – Area of Harvey Park affected by goose waste (Shown in yellow, high Concentrations shown in red).

108

Appendix 5 – Area of Garfield Park affected by goose waste (Shown in yellow). Note: entire park area is not shown.

Appendix 6 – Area of Sloan’s Lake Park affected by goose waste (Shown in yellow).
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Appendix 7 – Area of Washington Park affected by goose waste (Shown in yellow) Note: entire park area is not shown.

